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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18, LinNcoLn’s INN FiIELDs, Lcnpon, W.C, 


le-world policies in most cases free of charge. 
Piiicies indisputable and unconditional. 























SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
Actual additions made to Policies of £1,000 effected under Tables I. and II. 
NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 
Age 
at Entry. { | 
Five. | ‘Ten, | Twentw. | Thirty. | Forty. 
| ou 
£ 8 eS £ 8. £ 8. . 
20 103 0 191 10 431 0 *7368 0 *1,022 0 
30 112 0 | 21 0 464 10 *819 0 *1,167 0 
40 124 0 | 232 0 525 10 *939 10 "1,343 10 
50 147 0 276 10 *626 10 1,196 0 | aeeaee 
60 197 10 | 372 0 , | i ie aaa? 




















EXxAMPLE.—A Policy for £1,000, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 30, 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 percent. 

In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered. would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future premiums, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits. 


THE ANGLO-ARGENTINE BANK, LIMITED. 
AUTHORIZED CAPITAL, £ 1,000,000. 
SUBSCRIBED, / 500,000. PAID-UP, £250,000. 
HEAD OFFICE: 15, NICHOLAS LANE, LONDON, E.C. 

DIRECTORS. 
SAMPSON 8, LLOYD, aN Chairman, 
fir HENRY CARTWRIGHT, CHARLES E. GUNTHER, Esq. 
Bev Ae UNGG, ah gag ce 
’ ° » 18d. 
ee HENRY J. NORMAN, Eeq. ™ 
Bankers—Messrs. MARTIN & CO. 
Offices at Buenos Ayres—486, PIEDAD. 
Rp =~ received at the London Office for fixed periods, at rates of interest 
asce 


rtained on application. 
The present rates are 44 per cent, for one year, 5 per cent, for two or three 








to 
roe rette of Credit, Bills of Exchange, and Cable Transfers issued. : 
Bills sewable in the Argentine Republic negotiated, advanced upon, or sent 
for collection. 


The Bank will effect Purchases and Sales of Stocks, Shares, Coupons, and 
other coouree. and also collects Dividends, and undertakes every description 
f Banking business. 
. . EDWARD ARTHUR, Manager, 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 





10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 





FREE, 
SIMPLE, 
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TOTAL ASSETS, £2,372,277. 
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The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY, The Lord Charcellor 
The Right Hon. Lord COLERIDGE, The Lord Chief Justice. 
The Hon. Mr, Justice KEKEWIOH. 
Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.0., D.O.L. 
FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 
WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Esq. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Roya Courts of Justice on Monday last presented a rather 
deserted appearance, Court of Appeal No. 1 and Mr. Justice 
Kexewicn and Mr. Justice Burr being the only courts sitting. 
The members of Court of Appeal No. 2 were absent at the 
Levee, Mr. Justice Kay was absent through illness, Mr. Justice 
Curry, Mr. Justice Norru, and Mr. Justice Srietine were sitting 
in chambers, and not a single court of the Queen’s Bench Division 
was sitting. Such a dearth of judges in the middle of the sittings 
is almost without precedent. 





Tue pectsion of Judge Sronon in the case of Whiteley v. 
Whitfield (Whitfield, claimant), which we report elsewhere, is of 
considerable interest and importance to solicitors. The point 
involved was whether where, in an interpleader issue, the claimant 
has established his claim to a portion of the fund in court, while 
the residue thereof has been awarded to the execution creditor, 
with costs to be paid by the claimant, the solicitor of the claimant 
is entitled to a charging order, under section 28 of the Solicitors 
Act, 1860, on the sum ordered to be paid to his client, or whether 
such sum ought to be applied in payment of the costs of the 
execution creditor. It will be seen that Juége Sronor has decided 
in favour of the claimant’s solicitor, right)» holding, as it seems to 
us, for reasons given by him in his judgment, that section 150 of 
the County Courts Act, 1888, which regulates the rights of parties 
as to executions where cross-judgments have been obtained, does 
not spply to interpleader cases. 





Wate rr is evident that many members of Parliament would 
gladly undertake the burden of an adjourned session to take its 
commencement some time in October, it is equally clear that eo 
long as the Law Courts sit until the 12th of August one consider- 
able section of the House will oppose such a change. Should 
Parliament agree to adjourn at the beginning of July, the legal 
members of that body would lose so much of their time of rest and 
recreation as comes between that date and the 12th of August, and 
also so much as comes between the commencement of the adjourned 
session and the 24th of October, when the courts sit again. Then 
arises the often mooted question of shortening the Long Vacation, 
and at the same time altering the date of its commencement so as 
to agree with that of the Parliamentary recess. The whole 
question appears to resolve itself into a choice of a summer holiday 
instead of an autumn holiday, and of two moderately long sessions 
of Parliament during the year as against one long cession with the 
possible prospect of an autumn or winter session as the exigencies 
of business may dictate. Much has to be considered before any 
alteration can take effect, but it will be for the interests of every- 
body that the rising of the courts should coincide with the rising 
of Parliament. 





Tue Trust Companies Birt passed through the House of Lords 
last year with clause 2 in such a form as to enable those companies 
to engege in other business. It was thereby provid d that 
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“ The provisions of this Act shall apply to every incorporated company 

which has been or may be established for the follow.ng objects—viz , to 
act as executor under ary will, and as a trustee; and the expression 
‘trust company’ in this Act means a company which is incorporated, and 
whose objects, as defined by its msmorandum of association, include the 
objects above mentioned. But nothing contained in this Act shall enable any 
=e to undertake any business which is not included in the objects 
mentioned in its memorandum of association.”’ 
This year, however, the Lord Chancellor appears to have formed a 
very strong opinion as to the dangerous character of this provision. 
He objects to trust companies being allowed to engage in specula- 
tion for the profit of their shareholders. And he fears ‘‘ that if 
actually unlimited speculation were permitted on the part of such 
companies—and the Bill did not hinder this—there would be a 
great crash some day.” Accordingly, he attempted in the Stand- 
ivg Committee of the House of Lords to obtain an alteration of 
the clause so as to define a ‘‘ trust company” under the Bill as being 
one the objects of which were exclusively the discharge of trust 
business. Failing to carry this amendment in the Standing Com- 
mittee, he moved it in Committee of the whole House, and suc- 
ceeded on Monday in reversing the decision of the Standing Com- 
mittee. Of course, as it now stands, the Bill will be absolutely 
useless—no company can at the present time live upon trust busi- 
ness exclusively —but it seems to be anticipated that the House of 
Commons may reverse the decision of the Lords. We should have 
thought that some provision might have been introduced with 
regard to the £100,000 deposit in court which would have met the 
objection of the Lord Chancellor. We confess that, while we are 
no admirers of any public trustee system, we shall be sorry to see 
the trust companies handicapped in their competition with the Lord 
Chancellor’s Public Trustee. The latter official will, as the Council 
of the Incorporated Law Society last year remarked, be likely to 
intensify all the difficulties common to every system of public 
trustees. 





In tHe case of Simmons v. The London Joint-Stock Bank Mr. 
Justice Kexewicn has decided that, when a stockbroker deposits 
negotiable securities with a bank as cover for an advance, the bank 
has such notice of the probable infirmity of his title that it is put 
upon inquiry, and, in the absence of such inquiry, cannot retain 
them as egainst the true owner on the plea that it is a bond fide 
holder for value without notice. The ground for this decision is, 
of course, the judgment of the House of Lords in Earl of Sheffield 
v. The London Joint-Stock Bank (37 W. RB. 33, 13 App. Cas. 333), 
where a similar rule was applied as between the bank and a money- 
lender, and for the reason, as stated by Lord Bramwett, that the 
bank had notice of such facts and matters as made it reasonable 
that inquiry should be made into his title. The facts and matters 
simply were that it war, to the knowledge of the bank, his business 
t> lénd money upon the property of his customers, and that, when 
he offered to the bank negotiable instruments as security for 
advances to himself, there was a strong probability that these 
belonged to the customers. In the same way, Mr. Justice Kzxewicu 
found as a fact in the case before him that it is the business of 
brokers to keep their clients’ securities for safe custody, and also to 
advance money upon them, and therefore the same probability 
exists that, when the brokers wish to deposit them with a bank, 
they have no title to do so. Whether the practice for brokers to 
retain securities or to lend money upon them is so prevalent as Mr. 
Justice Kexewicn thought, may possibly be open to question, but, 
of course, it is notorious that brokers have frequently in their 
possession securities which do not belong to them, and therefore it 
can hardly be denied that the principle of Zar! of Sheffield v. The 
London Joint-Stock Bank was fairly applied. The result, how- 
ever, is somewhat hard upon the banks, and undoubtedly 
iaterferes with the ordinary course of business. And, though 
it is not much use arguing against settled law, it may be 
pointed out that the denial of negotiability to negotiable inetru- 
ments has perhaps been carried somewhat far. It is said, of 
course, that the constructive notice invalidates what would other- 
wise be a bond fide holding for value, but it should be remembered 
that earlier judges of eminence have rejected the idea that any 

isl care was required in accepting such securities. In Foster 
vy. Pearson (1 C. M, & R., at p. 855) Panxe, B., expressed grave 
doubt as to the wisdom of departing from the old rule which dis- 

msed with any care and caution beyond what was incident to a 


4 fide holding for value, and in Orook y. Jadis (3 N. & M. 257) | 





four judges of the King’s Bench emphatically declared that such a 
holding could be defeated only by proof of gross negligence. 
Moreover, it may be urged that the owners of the securities in 
question are not always entitled to sympathy, and the present case 
seems to be an example. The plaintiff had not really left them 
with the stockbrokers for safe keeping, but simply because he was 
engaged in a series of speculative transactions, and he never in 
fact purposed to claim the securities and keep them as his own. 
Under these circumstances, it is not clear why the loss which he 
rendered possible by his method of doing business should be 
thrown upon the bank, which was simply assisting the brokers 
whom he had chosen. It is futile to suppose that banks can 
really make the inquiries which the decision imposes upon them, 
and, as, in the interests of investors themselves, the present course 
of dealing is bound to continue, it seems not unreasonable to throw 
upon them risks attendant upon it. These can be minimized at 
the outset by the choice of a trustworthy broker. 





Ir 1s PERHAPS not very creditable to our system of law that, 
after it has been at considerable pains to ascertain the grounds upon 
which it can prevent injustice being done to members of clubs, it 
should suddenly find itself quite unable to act because the 
injustice involves no interference with a right of property 
(Baird v. Wells, ante, p. 320). The general law of the sub- 
ject, apart from this technicality, was well settled by three 
cases that occurred in rapid succession in 1878, 1879, and 
1881. These were Fisher v. Keane (11 Ch. D. 353), Labou- 
chere vy. Earl of Wharncliffe (13 Ch. D. 846), and Dawkins 
v. Antrobus (17 Ch. D. 615). All of them were decisions of the 
late Master of the Rolls, and in the last he was supported by the 
Court of Appeal. It seems not to have been doubted in any of 
them that the club committee was a quasi-judicial tribunal, and 
that its decisions were, upon proper occasions, subject to review 
in a court of law. In the first case, the plaintiff was expelled 
without due notice of intention to proceed against him being given, 
and without his having an opportunity of defending himself, and 
an injunction was granted upon the ground that these proceedings 
were contrary to natural justice. In the next case, similar objec- 
tions existed, and, moreover, the rules of the club had not been 
observed by the committee, and upon both grounds Sir Gzonce 
JxsseL thought himself bound to interfere. In the last case, 
although the result was different, and the same judge, and then 
the Court of Appeal, held that there was no case for interference, 
yet the manner in which such a case could be made out was com- 
prehensively put by the present Master of the Rolls when he said 
that the only questions which the court could entertain were, (1) 
whether anything had been done contrary to natural justice; 
(2) whether anything had been done contrary to the rules of the 
club; (3) whether the decision of the committee was bond fide. 
But while it was thus recognized that the decisions of club com- 
mittees were matters of social importance, and that a man was 
entitled, in regard to them, to be treated with absolute fairness, it 
does not appear to have been noticed how narrow was the basis upon 
which the jurisdiction rested, and this is shewn by two cases of a 
different nature, one ecclesiastical, the other the case of a trade 
union. The first was the Scotch Appeal of Forbes v. Eden (1 H. L. Sc. 
569), where, in a suit instituted in a civil court by a Scotch clergy- 
man to set aside certain canons, it was held by Lord CaanwontH 
that, “‘save for the due disposal and administration of property, 
there is no authority in the courts either of England or Scotland to 
take cognizance of the rules of a voluntary society entered into 
merely for the regulation of its own affairs.” And in the second, 
Rigby v. Connel (14 Ch. D. 482), Sir Georce Jzssex distinctly 
placed the jurisdiction of the court to interfere in cases where a 
member of a society had been unjustly expelled upon the ground 
that there was some right of property in him of which, by the ex- 
pulsion, he was unjustly deprived. It may be suggested, how- 
ever, that in the recent club cases the substantial question has been 
one of character, and if it is worth while for the courts to go into 
such matters at all, it might be not unreasonable for this to be 
recognized. 





Tue peciston of the Court of Appeal in Zhe American 
Braided Wire Oo. vy. Thomson & Oo. (reported elsewhere) 
goes somewhat near to contradicting the judgment of the 
House of Lorde in United Horse Shoe and Nail Co v 








hat, 


3, it 

the 
arty 
jub- 
ree 
and 
ue 
tins 
the 
the 
r of 
and 
lew 
led 
en, 
ind 
1gs 
eC. 
en, 
GE 
80, 


‘id 








March 22, 1890. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 34.] 329 __ 


























Stewart (13 App. Cas. 40 


ments of patents, and in ea 
the competition of the infringers, had 
claimed as part of the damages the loss which they had thus 
But in the latter case it was laid down by Lord 
MacwacuTen that in cases of infringement a patentee ought to 


incurred. 


rely upon his redress at law, 


reduce his prices so as to injure his own trade. 
showed a disbelief in the strength of his own case. 
though logical, is not perhaps quite businesslike, as, however 
much a man may believe in himself, he may not have much faith 


in litigation, and the Court o 


in the different circumstances of the two cases. 
Lords case, the patentees anticipated their rivals at each successive 
reduction of price, and, moreover, there were outside competitors, 
which made it difficult to assess the real damage due to this cause. 
In the present case, however, there were practically no other 
articles in, the field except those of the plaintiffs and defendants, 
and it was the latter who took the initiative. 
Justices thought themselves set free to apply afresh the test 


whether the loss caused by 


and natural result of the defendants’ acts, and, holding that it 
was, they restored the damage which Kexewrcu, J., bad struck 
off. There is, of course, a difference, according as a man first 
lowers his own prices to cut out his rival, or waits till his rival 
does this to cut him out, but in practice it does not appear to be a 
very substantial one, and, as the decision seems clearly opposed to 
the opinion of Lord MacnacHTEn referred to above, it will prob- 
ably only lead to a further appeal. 


ee gee 


A quvxstion of considerable importance to county court suitors 


was the other day raised, 


reported case—namely, whether, where a lessor seeks to enforce, 
by action brought in a county court, a right of re-entry or 
under apy proviso or i 


forfeiture, 
respect of which relief is 


tion 14 (2) of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, such relief can be 
granted by a county court. 


court has no jurisdiction 
which, it is to be noticed, 
court”? for relief, while a 
that, 
referred to as the court,” 
jurisdiction of the county 


sued by his lessor in the county court, in a case in which he is 


entitled to relief under the 
would seem, cither apply 


from the county court to the High Court, or else obtain the relief 
he requires in an action brought by himself in the High Court, 


as provided by section 14 


would, however, we consider, be the safer one to adopt under the 


above circumstances, as it 


could, or would, grant relief to a lessee whose lessor had actually 
obtained judgment in a county court enforcing a right of re-entry 


or forfeiture. 


“In this Act her Majesty's 


1). Both were cases of infringe- 


and it was not reasonable for him to 
This he thought 
Such a view, 


f Appeal found a means of evading it 
In the House of 


Hence the Lords 


the lowering of prices was the direct | purpo 
of the same owner. 


but not actually decided, in an un- 
Lvsu, JJ., thinking © 


stipulation in a lease, 10 
obtainable by the lessee, under sec- 
It would seem that the county JJ., thinking otherw 
whatever under the above section, 
requires the lessee to apply to “‘ the 
previous section (section 2) provides 
High Court of Justice is 
thereby excluding by imp ication the 
court. When, therefore, a lessee is 


but we must confess 


the exercise of the 
compensation. The 
circumstances. 
the Act relating to 


Conveyancing Act, 1881, he must, it 
for a certiorari to remove the action 


(2) of the Act. 


is doubtful whether the High Court \ 7 ods appears to be 


itself a ground for 











THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE DOCTRINE OF 
COMPENSATION. 


Tur decision of the Court of Appeal in the recent case of Re 
and Southend Railway Oo. and Trustees of | of such taking must 


London, Tilbury, 
Gower’s-walk Schools (38 


ant extension of the application of the principle of the well- 


known decision in Re S 


Railway Co. (12 W. R. 762, 33 L. J. Q. B. 251). 


W. R. 209, 14 App. 


W. R. 343) seems to be an import- | of other land of the 
damage would not 
and Altrincham 


tockport, Timperley, 
The facts 


were as follows. The owners of certain buildings with ancient and reasonable one. 


lights pulled them down 
Bite. 
new building coincided 

windows, while other por 
coincide. 


warehouse which obstructe 


The positions of certain portions of the windows of the 


Before any right to the acccss of light to the 
non-coinciding portions of the new windows had been acquired, a 
railway company, subject to the provisions of the Railways 
Clauses Act, in the exercise of their statutory powers erected a 


and erected a new building on their 


with those of portions of the old 


tions of the new windows did not so 
tainly have regard 


would seem just an 
| spply. 





d the access of light to the windows of 


of the windows as coincided wi 
The Queen’s Bench Division decided that they were entitled to 


Wesrsury, whether that view was or; 
too well established by the decisions to be shaken. Again, it was 
held that an injurious affecting, in order to afford ground for com- 
pensation, must be by the construction of the works, as distin- 
guished from the use of them when constructed. The case, 
however, of Re Stockport, §e., Railway Co. introduced an important 
distinction in the case where land is compulsorily 
ses which will damage or deteriorate the value of other land 


compensation, where 
49 and 63 of the Lands Clauses Act. 
A good deal of controversy has since taken place with regard to 


of ground covered by it. 
Buceleugh v. Metropolitan Board of Works (L. R. 3 Ex. 306, 5 
Ex. 221, 5 H. L. 418). In that case the Exchequer Chamber 
were divided, the majority, Buacxsuny, Kearine, Metior, and 


cision of the Exchequer Chamber. 
in the House of Lords in that case tending to support the wider 
view of the effect of the decision in the Stockport Railway case, 


left for doubting whether the result of that case was —_ 


establish the authorit 
that, when land is taken, the full damage actually occasioned by 


river frontage, inasmuch as it would 
the statute, and therefore required statutory authorization, was in 


as distinguished from the construction, of the works. 
can, of course, now be no question. The principle seems & fair 


used for a purpose which would be detrimen 
remaining land ; and, when it is a question of a compulsory sale, it 


the new building. The question raised upon these facts was, 


uilding were entitled to compensation 


ch the plaintiffs, who, by reason of | whether the owners of that b 
lowered their prices, | in respect of the whole of the windows #0 obstructed, including 


the non-coinciding portions, or merely in respect 


of such portions 
th the windows of the old building. 


compensation in respect of the whole of the windows obstructed, 
and the Court of Appeal has now affirmed 
‘As our readers will no doubt remember, it was long ago held 
that the right to compensation for “ injuriously 
was confined to cases where, but for the provisions of the statute, 
there would have been an actionable wrong. 
been expressed by eminent authorities, notably the late 


their decision. 
affecting” land 
Doubts have since 


ginally correct, but it was 


The principle was originated in that case 


that, even though such damage to other land be such as would not, 


taken by itself, be the subject of compensation as an injurious 
affection of the land, it might nevertheless be made the subject of 


land is compulsorily taken, under sections 


le of this distinction and the extent 


that the principle of the Stockport Railway 


case was confined merely to damages in the nature of, or analogous 
to, damage from severance, and therefore did not apply to the case 
before them; the minority, Wutes, Montacve Sarre, and Barert, 


ise. The House of Lords overruled the de- 
No doubt a great deal was said 


that, to our mind, there was some room still 
to 
of the Stockport Railway case as deciding 


statutory powers is to be made the subject of 
Duke of Buccleugh’s case turned upon special 


It was, as our readers will remember, a case under 


the Thames Embankment, in which a house 


and ornamental grounds were deprived of their river frontage, & 
The former remedy public roadway being constructed between them and the river. A 
reason much insisted on for the ultimate decision in the House of 


that the substitution of a public roadway for a 
have been an injuria but for 


compensation ; and to this reason it does not 


appear to us that the compulsory taking of land wasessential. But 
recently, in the case of Cowper Essex v. Local Board of Acton (38 


Cas. 153), the House of Lords, no doubt, Zz 


approved of the principle of the Stockport Railway case, and h 
that, where land is taken compulsorily, the compensation in respect 


include damage that will be caused to the value 
same owner held therewith, even though such 


have been actionable and is caused by the use, 
So far there 


The position of the company exercising the 
not the same with regard to an owner whose 


land they are taking as it is with regard to an adjoining owner 
whose land they are not taking. ‘An owner, in fixing the price 
which he would take on a voluntary sale of his land, would cer- 


to the fact that the Lan? rage was to be 
to the value of his 


d reasonable that the same consideration should 
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The case we are discussing seems to go a step further upon the 
same road. In the case to which we have previously been refer- 
ring, the question was raised with regard to a case where land or 
an easement was compulsorily taken, but the decision in the case 
recently decided by the Court of Appeal seems to proceed on 
wider grounds. The principle involved in the decision of that 
case seems to be that, irrespective of any taking of land or 
property, wherever there is a right to compensation given by 
anything done under the Act, the measure of such compensation 
is the full damage actually occasioned by the exercise of the 
statutory powers required to authorize that which is so done, and 
which would otherwise be an infringement of right; even 
although all that damage might not be recoverable at law as the 
consequence of such an infringement of right. In this case the 
railway company could not have built the warehouse but for the 
statutory powers, because, inasmuch as it must block the old as 
well as the new lights, they could have been restrained by injunc- 
tion from building it. That being so, the owners whose lights 
were blocked actually suffered by reason of the exercise of 
the statutory powers to the extent of the whole light, both 
old and new, and are entitled to compensation accordingly. 
The judges in the Court of Appeal all seem to have considered 
this to be the result of the principle of the decision of the House 
of Lords in Oowper Essex vy. Local Board of Acton when analyzed, 
though in that case land was taken, and the fact that that was so 
was expressly made the ground of the decision. Putting aside the 
consideration that, technically speaking, compensation for destruc- 
tion of an easement belonging to land is compensation for an 
injurious affecting within section 68 of the Lands Clauses Act, not 
for taking land, it might be said that the railway company were in 
substance compulsorily buying up an easement of light, and the 
same considerations ought to apply as in the case of land com- 
pulsorily purchased for purposes which will damage other land of 
the same owner. If a landowner were considering what price he 
would take from an adjoining owner wishing to buy up an ease- 
ment, he would take into consideration the fact that such adjoining 
owner wished to buy it up for the erection of a structure that 
would damage his property. It is obvious, however, that the 
logical consequences of this way of looking at the matter would be 
somewhat sweeping. The same considerations would logically 
apply to all cases where any injurious affecting and consequent 
right to compensation was shewn. 

It seems to us that a serious question may hereafter arise as to 
the scope of the doctrine laid down by the Court of Appeal in the 
case of Ke London, Tilbury, and Southend Railway Oo. The 
actual decision seems only necesearily to involve that, when once 
the right to compensation is established in such a case, the measure 
of such compensation is the full damage actually occasioned by the 
exercise of the statutory powers required to authorize the construc- 
tion of the works. It will be observed that, in the case under 
discussion, all the damage, for which compensation was claimed, 
arose from the construction of the works. It was damage 
oceasioned by obstruction of light by the warehouse built. But in 
the case of Cowper Essex v. Local Board of Acton, which was 
vouched as an anzlogous case in principle, the compensation claimed 
was in respect of the use of the works, as distinguished from their 
construction. Can it be contended that the result of the case now 
under discussion is that the measure of compensation, when once 
the right to it is established, is the full damage actually occasioned, 
not only by the construction of the works, but also by their use ? 
Supposing that, in the casc we are discussing, it were conceivable 
that some deterioration in value might be occasioned to the 
claimants’ building by the use of the warehouse, as distinguished 
from the mere structure: would that, according to the doctrine 
laid down by the Court of Appeal, as well as the blocking of the 
new lights, have been the subject-matter of compensation because 
the old lights were blocked ? 

In dealing with this subject it is perhaps too much the practico 
to treat the decisions as if they related to general principles in the 
air, instead of slways having regard to the particular enactments 
on which they turned. In Cowper Essex v. Local Board of Acton 

was taken, and therefore the question arose under sections 49 
and 63 of the Lands Clauses Act, which deal with purchase-money 
and com when lands are taken, and which speak of 
“ otherwise injuriously sffectiog such other lands by the exercise 
of the powers of the Act,” whereas section 66 only speaks of 
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injurious affecting by ‘‘ execution of the works.” The question in 
Re London, Tilbury, and Southend Railway Co. and Trustees of 
Gower's-walk Schools arose under sections 6 and 16 of the Railways 
Clauses Act, and in that case apparently, no laud being taken, 
sections 49 and 63 of the Lands Clauses Act would not apply. It 
does not appear, under these circumstances, that the decision of 
the Court of Appeal amounts to a decision that, when once the 
right to compensation is established under the Railways Clauses 
Act, where no land is taken, the measure of compensation would 
include damage arising from the use of the works as well as their 
construction. It looks, however, a good deal as if that might be 
the logical result of the decision when worked out, having regard 
to the language of the enactments, if such a result is compatible 
with the earlier decisions, a question we cannot now undertake to 
discuss. 














THE TITHE RENT-CHARGE RECOVERY AND 
REDEMPTION BILL, 1890. 


II. 
HAvinG considered last week the arrangement of the provisions 
relating to redemption, we will now proceed to consider their effect, 
and first generally. 

The Bill repeals section 1 of 9 & 10 Vict. c. 73, relating to the re- 
demption of an unapportioned rent-charge not exceeding £15, but 
leaves untouched section 2. The object of this is not plain, unless 
this section is intended to refer to the unrepealed section 31. of 23 & 
24 Vict. c. 93, but in that case it should be modified accordingly, 
and not made to refer to ‘‘any such rent-charge not exceeding £15 
as aforesaid,” when there is no such rent-charge aforesaid at all. It 
is difficult to see the practical utility of retaining at the present 
day any provision relating to unapportioned rent-charge. The Bill 
also retains sections 3 and 4 of 9 & 10 Vict. c. 73, section 3 of 10 & 
11 Vict. c. 104, and section 33 of 23 & 24 Vict. c. 98, which provide 
for the redemption of rent-charge erroneously apportioned. 

The provisions of the Acts relating to redemption where the rent- 
charge on lands exceeds, and does not exceed, respectively 20s. are 
repealed, and new provisions substituted by clauses 8 and 9 of the 
Bill. Those relating to redemption where lands are divided for 
building or other purposes contained in section 32 of 23 & 24 
Vict. c., 93 are retained, while those in section 5 of 41 & 42 Vict. c. 
_ repealed, and new provisions are made in clause 12 of the 

1. 7 

The power to order redemption given by sections 1 and 2 of 41 & 
42 Vict. c. 42, where land is taken for certain public purposes, is not 
interfered with, nor is the provision for redemption of a gross rent- 
charge charged upon land subject to common rights, contained in 
section 20 of 23 & 24 Vict. c. 93. What has been written is, however, 
subject to this qualification, that clause 21, sub-clause (3), of the 
Bill provides that where any order for redemption is made under the 
provisions of the Tithe Acts, the provisions of the Bill are to apply as 
if the order were made under it—i.e., presumably all steps following 
the order, such as the charging, recovery, and investment of the re- 
demption price, are to be taken under the Bill. 

Now to take the new provisions as to redemption in detail. 

By clause 8, where the commuted value of tithe rent-charge issuing 
out of any lands does not exceed 20s., the Board of Agriculture may, 
on the application of the owner of the lands or of the owner of the 
rent-charge, order the redemption of the rent-charge at a price to be 
fixed by the board. This clause seems to be confined to cases where the 
whole of the rent-charge of every kind on the lands does not exceed 
20s.,and no provision corresponding to that in section 5 of 9 & 10 
Vict. c. 73, which itis proposed to repeal, is made for redemption 
where rent-charges of different kinds, payable to different tithe- 
owners, are charged on the same lands, and the whole amount of 
each particular kind so payable does not exceed 20s. Suppose one 
of such titheowners wishes his rent-charge redeemed, but the owner 
of the lands will not apply, what steps can he take ? Is he the owner 
of the (i ¢., the whole) rent-charge on the lands? Surely not, and, 
if not, no power is given him to apply, and the board cannot move. 
Clause 9, sub-clause (1), provides that where the commuted value of 
the rent-charge issuing out of any lands exceeds 20s., an@ the owner 
of the lands and the owner of the rent-charge make a joint applica- 
tion to the board, naming the price for the redemption, the 
board shall (not “may,” as in the former case), subject 
to the subsequent provisions with respect to the case of the tithe- 
owner being the incumbent of a benefice, make an order for 
te at the price named or any larger price subsequently 
agreed to by the owner of the lands, Here, again, no provision seems 
to be made for the case of rent-charges of different kinds issuing out 
of the same lands, and payable to different titheowners, Suppose 
the particular rent-charge payuble to one of such titheowners exceeds 
twenty shillings, can ho join with the landowner in an application to 
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eem the rent-charge payable tohim? Can he be said to be “the 
owner of the tithe rent-charge issuing out of the lands”? If not, it 
geems that any owner of a separate rent-charge on the land, however 
small, can defeat the operation of this section, not only as to his 
own, but as to another's rent charge as well. Again, in the case 
supposed, would the several titheowners together be ‘‘ the owner” ? 
Or is the case of land being subject to rent-charges payable to 
different owners totally unprovided for ? 

The price to be paid is to be named in the application, but the 
board may order a higher price if the landowner a, to pay it. 
This, probably, has reference _ the case of the board not being 
satiefied with the price named where the titheowner is the incumbent 
of a benefice. If the board in such a case considers the price inade- 
quate, and the landowner refuses to pay more, seemingly the 
application must fall through. 

The remaining sub-clauses of clause 9 contain provisions as to 
redemption where the titheowner is the incumbent of a benefice, 
and, as previously pointed out, these would more naturally fall under 
a separate section. There is no more reason that they should be 
relegated to sub-clauses than clause 10, which provides the matters 
which the board is to take into consideration in fixing the price for 
redemption. Broadly speaking, it is to fix the market value of the 
rent-charge, but it is not to have any regard to any increased security 
of the rent-charge due to the provisions of this Bill with respect to 
its recovery, nor to the amount—viz., twenty-five times the amount 
of the rent-charge—fixed for compulsory redemption by section 1 of 
41 & 42 Vict. c.42. To discover any increased security due to the 
provisions in this Bill with respect to recovery would, we think, 
require @ more powerful microscope than any yet invented. Surely 
there is some mistake here (or the draftsman must be possessed of a 
very pretty wit), and ‘“‘increased’” must have crept in for 
“diminished.” The ultimate security at present is the beneficial 
possession of the land, but the titheowner has now also the security 
of the occupier’s goods. The ‘‘increase” (?) in security is effected by 
depriving him of this portion of his security altogether, and leaving 
him only beneficial possession of the land, besides depriving him 
entirely of all security for any excess in his rent-charge over the 
special rateable value of the lands charged with it. The process of 
evforcing his security may possibly be simpler and cheaper, but the 
security itself is certainly not increased. 

Clause 11 of the Bill deals with the payment and investment of 
the redemption-money, where the titheowner is the incumbent of a 
benefice, by the creation by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners of a 
redeemed tithe fund. Any such incumbent reading its provisions will 
see at once that his income will be liable to an appreciable reduction 
by redemption, and to a still further reduction in the future under 
sub-clause (5). It will require grave consideration on his part, 
before he joins in any application for redemption, whether he is pre- 
pared to accept this possible reduction in return for a certainty of 
regular payment and the avoidance of friction with his parishioners. 
The marginal note to clause 12 runs, ‘‘ Redemption of tithe rent- 
charge on land divided for building cr other purposes.” The clause 
itself says nothing about building, but deals with lands divided so as 
to multiply the owners thereof. Bearing in mind the ejusdem generis 
rule of construction, the marginal note hardly represents the contents 
of the clause accurately. 

Sub-clause (1) of this clause provides that where lands subject to 
rent-charge are about to be divided into plots, so as to multiply 
the owners thereof, the rent-charge shall be redeemed. It is to be 
redeemed by the owner of the lands, and if he fails to perform this 
duty the remedy is very simple—-he (or his executors or administra- 
tors) are to pay all the landowner’s expenses incurred in the subse- 
quent redemption. So far all is plain sailing ; but now comes a pro- 
vision which is, to say the least of it, obscure. It runs as follows :— 
“And the Board of Agriculture, if no other agreement is made 
between the owners of the land and the tithe rent-charge, shall, on 
the application of any of such owners,” order redemption at @ price to 
be fixed by it. This provision, following, as it does, the provision of 
& quasi-penalty on a landowner neglecting to redeem, were it not for 
the next sub-clause, would naturally refer to the consequent 
redemption by the landowners and the titheowner subsequent to the 
division. This would account for the use of the word ‘‘ any’? where 
one would have expected to find ‘‘either” ; but sub-clause (2) pro- 
vides that where any lands subject to rent-charge have been divided, 
either before or after the passing of the Bill, the board shall, on the 
application of the owner of any part of the lands or the owner of the 
rent-charge, order redemption at a price to be fixed by it, and if that 
natural construction were adopted, the provision of sub-clause (2), 
so far as it relates to divisions taking place after the passing of the 
Bill, would be mere tautology. One is driven, therefore, to the con- 
clusion that the provision does relate to redemption before division. 
The word ‘‘ any” may be used to include the case of land subject to 
—- kinds of rent-charge, = = enable an owner of any one 
rent-charge to apply; but if so the intention is very nec fe ea 
The vee ellen Pe ght be amended to read as follows :—“ And if the 


owner of the lands is unable to come to any agreement with the 
owner or owners of the ren‘ , where Pam « agreement is neces- 
sary, the Board of Agriculture , on the application of any one of 
such owners,” &c. 

Sub-clause (3) provides for the apportionment by the board among 
the various plots of land of the redemption price, and the discharge 
of each plot from that part of the price not apportioned on it. 

Clause 13, sub-clause (1), provides that the redemption money till 
payment shall carry interest at four per cent., and be a debt from the 
landowner, and a charge on the inheritance of the lands, as if it were 
@ mo! . . 
Sub-clause (2) commences as follows :—‘‘ Where the incumbent o 
a benefice was the owner of the tithe rent-charge so redeemed.” This 
state of things must also exist to enable sub-clauses (3), (4), and (5) 
to come into play, whereas sub-clauses (1) and (6) deal with all cases 
of redemption ; and it would seem more natural that sub-clauses (2), 
(3), (4), and (5) should be a: ted into one sub-clause, or they 
might form a separate clause by themselves, and sub-clause (6) could 
pss follow, with the necessary modification, also as a separate 
clause. 

Sub-clause (2) provides that in the case above stated the debt and 
interest shall be due to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, who shall 
pay to the titheowser out of the redeemed tithe fund the same 
interest as if the price had been paid to them, and sub-clause (3) 
provides that this debt to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners may 
discharged by the payment of an annuity for fifty years, which by 
sub-clause (4) is not to prevent the sale or of the lands 
charged with it by trustees or a tenant for life, or a person a | 
the powers of a tenant for life under the Settled Land Acts. 
sums received by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners are by sub-clause 
(5) to be carried to the redeemed tithe fund. 

The use of the word ‘‘ redeemed,” as applied to rent-charge in 
this clause shows that the rent- is considered as ‘‘ redeemed ” 
when the order for its redemption been made, and before any 
payment of the redemption price. 

Clause 14 deals with the expenses of the Ecclesiastical Commis- 
sioners and of the incumbent of any benefice in connection with the 
redemption of the rent-charge. When the rent- on any land 
has been redeemed, the annual rateable value of that land will be 
proportionately increased, and clause 15 consequently provides that 
where the occupier, not being the owner, is liable, under any con- 
tract existing prior to the redemption, to pay increased rates in con- 
sequence of such redemption, he shall be entitled to deduct the 
amount of the increase from his rent during the continuance of his 
tenancy under such contract. This liability to pay an increased sum 
in rates is an element which might surely be taken: into account by 
the board in fixing the price to be paid by the landowner for 
redemption, if it is to do equity between him and the titheowner. 

Clause 16 extends the —a applying where the titheowner 
is the incumbent of a benefice to the case of bishops and others. 

Clause 17 provides that the board may allow the landowner, where 
he pays 8 capital sum as the price of redemption, to add to such sum 
his costs in relation to the redemption, and may charge the inherit- 
ance of the lands, or any part thereof, with the repayment to the 
owner or his nominee of such total sum, with interest, by an annuity 
or otherwise, and the owner, or his nominee, or their ex 
administrators, or assigns, shall thereu be entitled to the charge 
as if it were a mortgage on the lan By sub-clause (2), if the 
titheowner is a tenant for life, ora person having the powers of one 
under the Settled Land Act, then the sum reo Po for redemption 
is to be treated as capital money arising under that Act. 

Clause 18 contains definitions, one of which provides that the 
term ‘‘ tithe rent-charge” shall not include a rent-charge payable 
under the Extraordinary Tithe Redemption Act, 1886—i¢., the 
capital value of the extraordinary tithe rent-charge as certified by 
the commissioners. This definition does not exclude any extra- 
ordinary tithe rent-charge the capital value of which has not been 
certified under that Act, if any such still exists. 

In clause 21, dealing with re and savings, it would be clearer 
if, in view of sub-clause (4) thereof, after the words ‘‘ are hereby 
repealed” in sub-clause (1) the words “ save as hereinafter provided 
were ins 

The Bill concludes with two schedules, the first giving a list of the 
Tithe Acts and the second a list of the provisions of those Acts which 
it is intended to repeal. EFS . 








Mr. Baron Pollock, the p judge at the Derbyshire Assizes, 
became so indisposed that agen Bs were > bseq 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
CHANGE OF SOLICITORS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Referring to the letter upon this subject in your issue of 
to-day’s date, I call attention to the case of De Mora v. Concha, which 
is reported in Weekly Notes, 1887, p. 194. From this report it appears 
that a solicitor on the record refused to act for a defendant and 
obtained, ex parte, an order to take his name off the record. This 
order was entered on the record. The court, nevertheless, held that 
service upon such solicitor, until another was appointed, was good 
service. C 

March 135. 

[In the case referred to, no notice of the order, or of the solicitors 
ceasing to act for the defendants, appears to have been given to the 
solicitors of the party moving. Nevertheless, it seems to be still 
somewhat doubtful whether a solicitor can effectually discharge himself 
in this way: see Wright v. King, 9 Beav. 161, 163.—Eb. S, J.] 





BUSINESS DONE IN LONDON BY SOLICITORS HOLDING 
ONLY COUNTRY CERTIFICATES. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—As attention has been drawn to this subject in your corres- 
pondence column (ante, p. 315), where it is said ‘that a country 
solicitor cannot make any charge for work done in London unless it 
be through his agent who holds a London certificate, and that work 
so charged for would be disallowed on taxation,” it may be useful to 
refer to the case of Re Horton (a solicitor) decided in 1881 (30 W. BR. 
102), where the charges allowed to a country solicitor for work 

y done by him in London on a reference before Master 
Johnson for taxation of a bill of costs, were upheld by the court 
(Field and Cave, JJ.). This case was an appeal from Pollock, B., 
affirming a decision of Master Johnson, who dismissed objections to 
such allowances founded on the point stated above—that a country 
solicitor cannot charge for London work personally done by him. 

The ratio decidendi was that a country solicitor, having a certificate 
at the lesser rate of stamp duty, does not act or practise in London 
within the meaning of the Stamp Act, 1870, by performing isolated 
professional acts there ; the words ‘‘ acts or practises ” amount to and 
mean a regular course of business (per Field, J.); the country solici- 
tor carries on his business or practises where he holds himself out as 
ready for work, and not in London where he has no office or address; 
itisa series of acts, and not an isolated act, which constitutes 
* practising” (per Cave, J.). It was stated in the judgment that 
the question raised was wished by the London solicitors to be 


Business at the metropolitan courts is sometimes conducted by 
country solicitors, and it would seem that their competition in London, 
where their acts are not constant and regular in the sense of 
- ising” in town, is sanctioned. 

At all events, an — decision supports charges for isolated 
work done in London by a country solicitor in propria persond. 


28, Holford-square, W.C., March 17. Gro, E. SoLomon. 





A FRENCH TRADE-MARK DECISION. 

LTo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 
_ Sir,—An tly singular decision, which will certainly be of 
interest to English readers, has recently been rendered by the eighth 
(correctional) division of the Court of First Instance of the Seine and 
confirmed by the Court of Appeal of Paris. 

Mr. Coleman, a well-known dealer in hams, has a large sale for this 
delicacy in France, and has there deposited a trade-mark into which 
enter the words ‘‘Genuine English ham,” particular prominence 
being given to the word “genuine.” Another person, in the same 
line of » Sppears to have considered that it would be advan- 
, to the sale of his hams to describe them likewise as “‘ genuine ” ; 
w <i were, would seem, of itself, to be a very harmless 
proceeding. But this did not suit Mr. Coleman, who brought an 
action for infringement, and won it. 

The ides that there can be any privative right in a word like 
*‘ genuine” must seem singular to an Englishman; But the fact is 
that this word has here become such a distinctive appellation for Mr. 
Coleman’s article that a Frenchman has only to ask his grocer for so 
many franc’s worth of “ genuine” ( ounced d la francaise) to be 
sure that he is getting so much of Mr. Coleman’s genuine English 


Moreover, this was not the only ground on which the infrin ger’s 
mark was condemned. It was shown that whereas previously he had 
weed a quite different mark, on adopting the word “genuine” he at 
the same time adopted a mark which bore a considerable general 











resemblance to Mr. Coleman's. The court therefore held that thiy 
constituted an element of fraud, and sentenced the infringer ty 
100 francs fine, 500 francs damayres, three advertisements of the 
judgment, and costs. 
Nevertheless, the decision is interesting as showing how far the 
“ bearing ”’—even of a trade-mark—“ lies in the application of it.” 
19, Rue Scribe, Paris, March 15. OutveR E, BoprnerTon, 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 
FIELD v. HOPKINS—No. 2, 18th March. 


MortGacE—ForEcLosuRE—CHARGES TO BE ALLOWED IN AccountT—Mont- 
GAGE TO SoxiciroR AND AUCTIONEER—AGREEMENT TO PAY Prorir Costs. 


A question arose in this case as to the items to be allowed in the account 
under a foreclosure judgment against mortgagees in possession. The mort- 
gagece were trustees of the mortgage money, one of them being a solicitor 
and the other an auctioneer. The mortgage deed contained a recital that the 
mortgagees had, at the request of the mortgagor, taken transfers of some 
previously existing mortgage debts, on the terms that they should advance 
the money therefor, that they should ‘‘be entitled to make the same 
charges and receive the same remuneration respectively for all business 
done by them respectively in and about these presents as they would have 
been entitled to make and receive if they had not been mortgagees.”” And 
the mortgagor covenanted to pay the existing mortgage debts, and a 
further advance made by the mortgagees, and also ‘‘every other sum 
which may hereafter be advanced or paid by the mortgagees or either of 
them to, or become owing to them or him by, the mortgagor.’’ And the 
mortgagor charged the mortgaged property with the existing mortgage 
debts, and the further advance, and also with any such further sum as 
aforesaid. The mortgage deed was prepared by the solicitor. Prior 
to its execution a valuation of the Sree ow property was made by the 
auctioneer upon the instructions of the solicitor. The mortgagees after- 
wards entered into possession of the property. In taking the accounts 
under the foreclosure judgment the mortgagees claimed to charge the 
following items: (1) The costs of an order (made subsequently to the 
mortgage) under the Settled Land Act appointing trustees with a view to 
granting a lease of part of the mortgaged property ; (2) Costs which had 
become due to the solicitor from the mortgagor in respect of business 
transacted subsequently to, and not connected with, the mortgage; (3) A 
fee which was paid by the solicitor to the auctioneer for making the valua- 
tion of the property. Kay, J., held that all the three items must be dis- 
allowed. He was of opinion that the above recital and covenant in the 
mortgage deed did not on their true construction extend to the items (1) 
and (2). And as to item (3) he was of opinion that the auctioneer, by 
reason of his position as mortgagee, was not, independently of agreement, 
entitled to make profit charges against the mortgagor, and that he could 
not validly contract with the mortgagor for the payment of such charges. 

Tux Court (Corron, Linpiey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.), affirmed the decision, 
on the ground that the charges in question would not be allowed in an 
ordinary case, and were not comprised within the above provisions of the 
mortgage deed. Their lordships did not express any opinion as to the 
validity of the agreement by the mortgagor to allow profit costs or charges 
to the mortgagees.—CounsgL, Renshaw, Q.C., and G. Williamson ; Ashton 
Cross. Soxicrtors, Williamson, Hill, § Co. ; R. White. 





THE AMERICAN BRAIDED WIRE CO. v. W. 8S. THOMSON & CO.—No. 2, 
19th March. 


Patent—INFRINGEMENT—MEASURE OF DamMAGES—REDUCTION or PRIcE BY 
PaTENTEE. 


This appeal against a decision of Kekewich, J., raised an important 
question with regard to the proper measure of the damages payable by an 
infringer of a patent. The action was brought for the infringement by 
the defendants of the plaintiffs’ patent for a wire bustle. At the trial 
Kekewich, J., held that the patent was invalid, but the Court of Appeal, on 
the 2nd of February, 1888, reversed the decision, and directed an inquiry 
as to the damages sustained by the plaintiffs by reason of the defendants’ 
infringement of the patent. This decision was afterwards affirmed by the 
House of Lords. By consent the inquiry was taken before an official 


referee. By his report the referee found that the prices originally 4 
charged by the defendants for the bustles which they sold were lower a 
than those charged by the plaintiffs. On the lst of January, 1887, the 
plaintiffs reduced their prices to those of the defendants. Thereupon the 
defendants, on the 5th of January, reduced their prices, and on the 12th 


of January the tiffs in reduced their prices to those of the de- 
fendants. On the 10th of February, 1887, the defendants again reduced 
their prices, and on the 21st of February the plaintiffs @gain reduced 
theirs, but they never reduced their prices below those of the defendants. 
The referee found ‘ that the plaintiffs’ reductions of prices were made in 
consequence of the defendants’ competition and their selling at lower 
prices than those of the plaintiffs, and in order to prevent the plaintiffs 
from being driven out of the market by the defendants, and, but for the 
defendants’ competition and their selling at lower prices, the plaintiffs 
would (subject to an allowance of twenty per cont. made by the referee 
for increase of sales by reason of the reduction of prices, and an allowance 
of ten per cent, for sales due to the defendants’ exertions and trade con- 
nections) have made the sales made by the plaintiffs, and also those made 
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by the defendants, at the plaintiffs’ original prices.’’ The referee found 
that the plaintiffs would have made on the bustles sold by them durin 
the period in question (from June, 1886, to the 2nd of February, 1888), had 
they sold the same at their original prices, profits to the amount of 
£5,806 3s. 4d. more than the actual profits which they realized. The 
referee also found that the profits which the plaintiffs would have made 
on the bustles sold by the defendants during the same period, had the 
plaintiffs made the same and sold them at their original prices, would 
have been £2,819 16s. 6d. The referee also found that the profits which 
the plaintiffs would have made on the bustles made and sold by the 
defendants during the same period, had the plaintiffs made the same and 
sold them at the prices which they were actually getting for the bustles 
made by themselves, would have been £1,654 18s. ld. The referee 
accordingly found that the damages sustained by the plaintiffs by reason 
of the defendants’ infringements amounted to £5,806 3s. 4d., plus 
£2,819 16s. 6d.—that is, £8,625 19s. 10d. On a motion to vary the 
report, Kekewich, J., held that the plaintiffs were only entitled to 
£1,654 18s. 1d. His lordship thought that he was bound by the decision 
of the Houre of Lords in The United Horseshoe and Nail Co. v. Stewart (13 
App. Cas. 401) to disallow the plaintiffs any damages in respect of a loss 
which resulted from the lowering of their own prices. The plaintiffs 
appealed, and the defendants presented a cross-appeal. 


Tur Covrr (Corron, Linpiey, and Lorgs, L.JJ) allowed the plaintiffs’ 
appeal, and dismissed the defendants’ acer. Corton, L.J., said 
that it was argued on behalf of the defendants that, if the finding of the 
referee were upheld, the court would be giving damages on mere conjec- 
ture, and not on the facts proved. It was said that there ought to be 
mathematical evidence of the damages. But, in his lordship’s opinion, 
the referee had before him reasonable evidence sufficient to support his 
finding. From his report it appeared that the defendants’ original 
prices were lower than those of the plaintiffs. In January, 1887, the 
plaintiffs reduced their prices to those of the defendants. The defend- 
ants then reduced their prices, and the plaintiffs again reduced theirs to 
the defendants’. On the 10th of February the defendants again reduced 
their prices, aud on the 2lst of February the plaintiffs again reduced 
theirs to the defendants’. But the referee found that the plaintiffs never 
reduced their prices below those of the defendants, and that their reduc- 
tions were always made in order to bring their prices down to the level of 
the defendants’ prices. Then the referee found “ that the plaintiffs’ reduc- 
tions of prices were made in consequence of the defendants’ competition 
and their selling at lower prices than those of the plaintiffs, and in order to 
prevent the plaintiffs from being driven out of the market by the defend- 
ants.’’ In his lordsbip’s opinion, there was abundant evidence to justify this 
finding. The next part of the finding was also very material—viz., that 
‘but for the defendants’ competition and their selling at lower prices, 
the plaintiffs would (subject to the allowances of ten per cent. and twenty 
per cent. which the referee had made) have made the sales made by the 
plaintiffs, and also those made by the defendants, at the plaintiffs’ 
original prices.’’ It was objected that the referee had made no allowance 
for the competition arising from other bustles than those of the defend- 
ants coming into the market, and that, therefore, the finding ought not 
to stand. Their lordships had seen the referee, in order that they might 
understand his report, and he teld them that he had fuily considered the 
competition of other bustles not made by the defendants, and that, in 
his opinion, the competition of the other bustles produced no effect on the 
plaintiffs’ sales. The plaintiffs’ bustles were of a peculiar construction 
and were much sought after, and there was no competition between them 
and other kinds of bustles. His lordship could not say that the referee 
was wrong in holding that the competition of the other bustles was not a 
matter to be regarded. Then, was the referee right in saying that ‘‘ but 
for the defendants’ competition, and their selling at lower prices, the 
plaintiffs would have made the sales made by them, and also the sales 
made by the defendants, at the plaintiffs’ original prices’? ? It appeared 
that when the defendants from time to time reduced their prices, they 
did so notwithstanding the fact that they then had in hand a consider- 
able amount of orders at their old prices. From this fact and other cir- 
cumstances the referee came to the conclusion that, but for the competi- 
tion of the defendants, the plaintiffs would, during the period in question 
(about eighteen months) have sold all the bustles which they did sell, and 
also those which the defendants sold by infringing the patent, at the 
plaintiffs’ original prices. The referee had given the defendants the ad- 
vantage of a deduction of twenty per cent. for increased sales by reason 
of the reduction of prices, and ten per cent. for sales owing to the defend- 
ants’ connection. Then the question of law was, to what damages were 
the plaintiffs entitled upon these findings? It was said that the plain- 
tiffs were claiming at the same time an account of profits and damages. 
Of course, a patentee could not do that. But here the profits were referred 
toonly forthe purpose of seeing what was the proper measure of thedamages. 
In the case in the House of Lords Lord Macnaghten said (13 App. Cas., p. 
416): ‘*The sole question is, What was the loss sustained by the appel- 
lants by reason of the unlawful sale of the respondents’ nails? The Joss 
must be the natural and direct consequence of the respondents’ acts.’’ 
That was one of the rules to guide the court. Tae referee found that, but 
for the defendants’ competition, the plaintiffs would have made the sales 
which they did make and also those made by the defendants, at the 
 seamgacarl original prices. In his lordship’s opinion, on those findings, the 

oss sustained by the plaintiffs was the direct and natural consequence of 
the wrongful acts of the defendants. But for those acts, the plaintiffs 
would have been the only persons selling these cular bustles. The 
acts of the defendants caused the loss, and the plaintiffs were entitled to 
these damages. Another rule was that the court must do what it could 
not to increase the loss unnecessarily. But here the referee had brought 
into account all the profits which the plaintiffs had obtained from their 


own sales, and he had also made an allowance for increase of sales by the 
reduction in prices, and for the defendants’ connection. Could the 
defendants say that the apron ought to have made more profits than 
they did make? It was in consequence 

the plaintiffs lowered their When they 
defendants again forced the intiffs to reduce their prices, in to 
prevent their being shut out of the market. The plaintiffs were put under 
the necessity of redu their prices in consequence of the wrongful 

of the defendants in these bustles, and selling them at a lower 
than the plaintiffs, who were the tful owners of the patent. 
lordship’s opinion the plaintiffs were entitled to the larger 
damages which the referee had found. His lordship thought 
Kekewich, J., had acted under a misapprehension of the decision of 
House of Lords and of the judgment of Lord 

House of Lords were with a case entirely 
present case. That was not a case in which a 
made only by the plaintiff-. And the 
the lead of the defendants in red 

a little before the defendants, and 


the plaintiffs’ reduction of prices was not made merely to prevent their being 
driven out by the defendants’ acts, but was made in consequence of the 
lawful competition of other persons in the market. In his lordship’s o 

that case had no application to the present case. Lrotey, L.J., that 
a successful patentee whose patent had been infringed was entitled at his 
option to either an account of the profits made by the defendant, or to an 
inquiry as to the damages caused by the defendant’s wrongful acts. In 
the present case the plaintiffs had elected to take the latter heen His 
lordship understood the finding of the referee to mean that, notwit - 
ing all other competition, but for the defendants’ competition the plain- 
tiffs would have sold all the bustles which , in fact, sold, and also 
those which the defendants had sold, at the P tiffs’ wulee prices. 
Was that finding accurate upon the evidence? After | through 
the evidence with some care, his lordship was not prepared to say that 
the referee was wrong. A ing that finding of fact as correct, the 
difference between the present case and the case in the House of Lords 
was obvious. It was a fallacy to say that the plaintiffs were claimi 
damages for selling at reduced prices. the House of Lords case the 
plaintiffs were really doing that. In that case there were other very 
formidable competitors besides the defendants, and the plaintiffs were 
claiming damages in t of their own reduction of prices. The 
House of Lords were not considering a case in which, notwithstanding 
other competition, the plaintiffs wo but for the defendants’ — 
tition, have sold what they did sell, and also what the defendants ‘ 
at the plaintiffs’ original prices. The referee had measured the 

which the plaintiffs had sustained by reason of the defendants’ 

acts, making certain deductions. If the defendants said that the plain- 
tiffs ought not to have reduced their prices the plaintiffs’ answer was, 
‘*You forced us to do so,” and that was absolutely conclusive. In his 
lordship’s opinion that which the referee had done was right, and was in 
accordance with the judgment of Lord ae His lordship could 
not conceive a case in which a plaintiff would be entitled to claim as 
damages a loss which arose from his reducing his own prices, but here the 
plain claimed damages for a loss eutetans te reason of the defendants’ 
wrongful acts. Kekewich, J., had misapprehended the judgment of Lord 
Macnaghten. Lorxzs, L.J.,concurred. The only doubt hehad felt was whether 
the referee had taken into account the competition of what might be called 
non-infringing bustles. But the referee had told the court that he had 
done so. He said that practically there was no competition from non- 
ging bustles. No one who wanted one ef the plaintiffs’ 
would think of buying a non-infringing bustle, the superiority of the 
Seed bustles was so marked. The plaintiffs were entitled to damages 
or the loss which was the direct and natural result of the wrongfal 

of the defendants, and in his lordship’s opinion that was what the 
had given them. In the casein the House of Lords the p! 
not compelled to reduce their prices by the act of the defend- 
ants. e reduction was the voluntary act of the plaintiffs, who were 
apprehensive of competition in other quarters. That case had, therefore, 
no application whatever to the = case.—Counsst, Sir R. Webster, 
A.G., Moulton, Q.0., and Roger W. Wallace ; Aston, Q.C., Cohen, Q.C., 
and 17. N. Lawson. Soxtcrrors, Burn ¢ Berridge; Ward, Mills, ¢ Co. 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
FARRAR v. COOPER—Kekewich, J., for Kay, J., 14th March. 
ARBITRATION—INJUNCTION TO RESTRAIN Procespine witH ARBITRATION— 

Particutars or DirrgREncas—JuRispicTion—JupicaTurg Act, 1873, s. 

25, sun-sxction 8. 

Motion to restrain the defendants, who were the defendant's partners, 
from proceeding with an arbitration, finally, or until they had specified 
what disputes they desired to refer; or that the might be at 
liberty to revoke the submission to arbitration con in the partner- 
ship articles. The clause in question provided that in case any dispute 
should arise between the partners relating to the aS Se 
forthwith each nominate a referee, and that the three referees should 
determine all matters in dispute, or, in default of agreement, — > 
umpire. Questions arose, and two of the partners sppointed to 
‘* settle and determine all _ qosstions, disputes, differences, and matters that 
may be in dispute or d@ ” between the partners. The plaintiff 
objected that there were no points in — He asked for information 
as to the alleged differences, and was that particulars would be far- 





\nished at the proper time. 
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Kexewicu, J., said that there was jurisdiction to grant the injunction. 
The arbitration proceedings would do the plaintiff no harm, but they 
would probably be futile and of no force against him. That, however, was 
no ground for restraining the defendants, and he should make no order on 
the motion. Costs to be costs in the action.—Covunszt, Marten, Q.0., and 
Jason Smith ; Renshaw, Q.0., and R. M. Bray. Soxscrrors, Wolferstan ¢ 
Avery ; Herbert Nield. 


Re BUILDING SOCIETIES’ TRUST (LIM )—Chitty, J., 18th March. 


Paracrice—ComPpany—WInpInc trP—Two or morE PrtrT1ons—PRioRITY— 
Answeainc Perrrion. 


In this case the question arose whether, where two or more petitions 
have been successively presented by creditors of a limited company pray- 
ing for a winding-up order, the order should be made on the petition 
first presented or on the petition first advertised. It appeared that on the 
25th of February, 1890, a petition to wind up the above-named company 
was presented by a creditor named Laughton, and on the following 4th of 
March another and similar petition was presented by a creditor named 
Pooley. Both petitions were answered for the 15th of March ; but it was 
submitted that Pooley was entitled to have the carriage of the winding 
up, because his petition had been advertised earlier than Laughton’s. 

Ourrry, J., said that he had inquired at the registrars’ office, and had 
ascertained that a petitioner presenting a winding-up petition was allowed, 
as a matter of course, some small margin as to choosing the day on which 
his petition was to be answered. For instance, Laughton in the present 
case was, as a matter of course, allowed to fix the 15th of March as the 
day for answering his petition, instead of the earlier petition day the 
8th of March. There were obvious reasons why some degree of latitude 
in this respect should be allowed to petitioners. If, however, a 

itioner’s solicitor desired to fix some com tively remote day—say, 

instance, that Laughton’s solicitor had desired to choose the 29th of 
March—then the registrar’s clerk would decline to so answer the petition, 
except upon further inquiry. A petitioner was, therefore, entitled to 
some small margin of time before bringing his petition to a hearing. On 
the other hand, by postponement he ran the risk of a second petition 
being answered for an earlier day and heard before his. An examination 
of the authorities shewed that, unless the first petition presented was a 
collusive petition or otherwise wrongfully presented, the order would be 
made on such , and that the petitioner presenting a second petition 
ran the rick of having his petition di unless he made out a case of 
mala fides. There was, therefore, no such rule as that contended for by 
Pooley. No case of collusion was made out against Laughton’s petition. 
He therefore made the usual winding-up order on Laughton’s petition, 
with the usual! order as to mene Mg oe Tage a no order made on 
Poo’ey’s petition, except that he share in the costs of creditors appearing 
ete. of the order, and also have, in addition, his costs up to the date 
of the presentation of his petition —Covcnszt, Romer, Q.C., and Oswald ; 
Byrne, V.C., and Napier; T. Douglas. Soricrros, H. F. Oddy; W. A. 
Bisley ; Ernest Todd. 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
DAVIS ». STEPHENSON—14th March. 


Bsrtisc—Prrmrmmc Hovse ro ze Usep ror Pverosss or Berrinc— 
Berrixe Act, 1353, ss. 1, 3—Lacenstsc Act, 1872, s. 17. 


This was an from a conviction under the Licensing Act, 1872, 
snd was brought by way of a case stated by the recorder of Birmingham. 
at os Pay bare hg ty 
opens, or uses, or suffers jouse to opened, kept or used in 
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beerhouse called the Justice Tavern, in Moor-street, Birmingham. There 

was a side door to the tavern which opened into an entry leading from 

Moor- street, by the side of the tavern and terminating in a small piece of 

waste ground at the back of the tavern. There was also a back yard door 

which opened into the entry. The piece of waste ground was on the other 

side open to a public foot-road known as Nelson-passage. The back yard 

door and the entry could be seen from the waste ground and from Nelson. 

passage. Neither the — the piece of waste und, nor Nelson- 

passage was included in the licensed area, nor were they in the occupation 

of the appellant. On the 20th of June, 1889, a man named Hicks was 

standing in Nelson- and upon the piece of waste ground from 

12 30 p.m. to 2 35 p.m. Nelson-passage 186 persons, and on the waste 

ground two persons, d that time came up to him, and each handed 

him a closed packet containing money wrapped up in pieces of paper, upon 

which were written the names of horses running at Ascot races on that 

day, which were intended to be backed, the name of the backer, the 

amount deposited for the purpose of backing each horse, and the hour at 

which the race was to be run at Ascot. The persons who handed the said 

packets to Hicks were either the backers themselves or their authorized 
agents in that behalf. Such packets containing money were delivered by 
the said persons respectively, and were received by Hicks on an agreement 
that if the horse named therein won the race named, Hicks was to pay to 
the said backer the amount deposited in addition to the amount won, 

according to the odds current against such horse at starting. While Hicks 
was in Nelson-paseage or on the waste ground, Miss Davis, who was the 
daughter of the appellant, and lived at home at the tavern, came to him 
three times at intervals and received from him a number of the said 
packete, which she brought into the tavern either by the back or the side 
door. At3p.m. on the same day a search warrant was executed at the 
tavern. The appellant was found behind the bar, and Hicks was found on 
the licensed premises in the public bar among the ordinary customers. 
The appellant had in front of him a glass containing money, and also a 
paper containing a list: of names known as a ‘ paying-out sheet.’ (relating 
to other days than the 20th of June) and used in connection with betting 
on-horse racing. A number of papers forming part of the packets which 
had been given to Hicks in Nelson-passage and on the waste ground were 
also found in an envelope in a drawer in the public bar near where the 
appellant was. The said packets, which had contained money as well as 
the said papers, had been opened and their contents brought to the know- 
ledge of the appellant. Hicks was apprehended and charged under the 
Betting Act, 1853, with using the waste ground and Nelson-passage for 
the purposes of betting, and was convicted by the stipendiary magistrate, 
and fined £20 and costs. The fine and costs were paid, and there was no 
appeal. Davis, the appellant, was charged under section 17 of the Licens- 
ing Act, 1872, with suffering his house to be used in contravention of the 
Betting Act. He also was convicted and fined by the stipendiary ——_ 
trate. The case stated that Hicks was a person oe house, and that 
Miss Davis acted in the aforesaid matters for and on behalf of Hicks; and 
they were the persons who were alleged to have used the house in contra- 
vention of the Betting Act. The case further stated that Nelson-passage 
and the waste ground were resorted to, and the packets and the — 
were received there by Hicks, and conveyed thence by Miss Davis, as his 
agent and on his behalf, into the tavern, for the express purpose of 
endeavouring to evade the provisions of the Betting Act, and with the 
knowledge and connivance of the appellant, who was throughout aiding 
and abetting Hicks and Miss Davis, and who suffered his house to be 
used to receive the said packets, well knowing that the said packets were 
ee into his house on behalf of Hicks, and that they contained money 
which was received by Hicks as the consideration for an assurance to pay 
thereafter money on a contingency relating to horse racing. None of the 
seep from whom the said ete were received were proved to have 
persons resorting to the licensed premises. It was contended on bo- 

half of the appellant that the Licensing Act, 1872, and the Betting Act, 
1853, were not contravened unless the persons with whom the bets were 
made actually resorted to the house or other place all to have been 
kept or used, or unless the money received by or on behalf of the keeper 
or persons using such house or other place was actually received at such 
house or other place, and not merely carried there after having been 
a received eleewhere, The recorder overruled these contentions, 

dismissed the appeal. 


Tus Oovrt (Lord Conenrpor, 0.J., and Lord Esuen, M.R.) held that 
the con must be set - Lord Cotenivar, O.J., said he was sorry 
to have to come to the conclusion that the ap must be allowed, as the 
consequence would be that it could be said there had boen a deliberate 
attempt to evade the Act, scarcely disguised, and yet successful. It was 
clear that the case must fail unless it was shewn that Hicks received the 
poem in Davis's house with Davis's knowledge and connivance. No 
doubt there was an arrangement between them that the money which 
Hicks received in ee packets on the waste piece of land should be 
brought into Davis’s house, and when the betting was over Hicks went 
into the house and ——- the packets. But this was not @ receipt of the 
money by him in the ’ efore the case did not come within the 
Act, and the conviction could not be su . Lord Esunn, M.R., said 
the question was not whether the appellant had tried to evade the law, but 
whether he had succeeded in g himself outside the Act, The offence 
with which he was charged was he suffered his house to be used for 
patel ok gg of betting, But the bets were made and the money was 
received, not in the house, but outside of it. It had been contended that 
there was « continuing receipt of the money, which was not —— till 
Hicks came into the house and opened the packets. But his lordship was 


was not liable to be convicted on this charge.—Counss., Hugo 





the care oF A or in any manner in conduct- 
a alenedae fee shes ne et or used 
ton the Seno ad ten; Aeon eammary conviction 
thea lathe to & penalty ome r 
The case thated that Davis, the Seediaah ad te keeper of a ficoneed 


of — that there was no such thing as a continuing receipt. The 
oung } Poland, Y.0., 0nd Ruaell Grifiths, Borrcsrons, Sharpe, Parker, 








¥U, 


There 
y from 
lece of 
d door 
} Other 
k yard 
felson. 
elson. 
pation 
iS Was 
from 
waste 
anded 
upon 
that 
, the 
ur at 
: said 
rized 
d by 
ment 
y to 


said 





March 22, 1850. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 


(Vol. 34-] 335 __ 





Ae — —— 
Pritchard, § Sharpe, for W. Horton ¢ Redfern, Birmingham ; C. A. Carter, 
Birmingham. 











Solicitors’ Cases 


WHITELEY v. WHITFIELD (WHITFIELD, Claimant), Ex parte FURBER— 
Brompton County Court, 13th March. 


Sonicrrors Act, 1860, s. 23—InTERPLEADER. 


His Honour Judge Sronor, in delivering judgment, said :—This is an 
application under the 28th section of the Solicitors Act, 1860, by the 
solicitor of the claimant in an interpleader remitted by the Queen’s 
Bench Division, asking for a charging order on the sum of £29 3s. 6d. 
ordered to be paid to the claimant, part of a sum of £50 paid into 
court, and the residue of which sum, £20 16s. 6d., was directed to 
be paid to the execution creditor, whose costs were directed to be paid 
by the claimant. It appears by the applicant’s affidavit, and a letter of 
the claimant’s, that the claimant consents to this application. The exe- 
cution creditor has been served with notice of this application, and has 
appeared by his solicitor, who has opposed it on the ground that the sum 
of £29 3s. 6d. ought to be applied towards the satisfaction of the costs of 
the execution creditor directed to be by the claimant, which have 
been taxed at upwards of £30; but I am of opinion that the sum of 
£29 3s. 6d. is not applicable to the payment or satisfaction of such costs, 
inasmuch as the execution creditor has no right to such a charge or lien, 
either by common law or by statute. The only semblance of such a 
provision in the County Courts Act, 1888, is the 150th section, which 
practically directs that judgments for debt and costs in cross-actions 
should be set off against each other, and the same practice, no doubt, 
prevails as to claims and counter-actions; but the present case is 
neither one of cross-actions nor of claims and counter-actions; it is 
simply a claim against the high bailiff for certain goods, in which the 
claimant has succeeded as to some of the goods claimed, and is, there- 
fore, entitled to the money representing the same without any deduction. 
It follows that the applicant, by whose professional services the same has 
been, in the words of the 28th section of the Solicitors Act, ‘‘ recovered or 
preserved,’’ is, with the consent of the claimant, clearly entitled at once 
to the order he asks. I am aware that the granting of such an order is in 
the discretion of the court, but Iam of opinion thatin a case like the 
present the only legitimate ground for refusing the order would be any 
neglect of duty on the part of the applicant, the payment of his bill of 
costs, or, possibly, the primary liability of some third party. The execu- 
tion creditor has no such ground for objecting to this application, and I 
am inclined to think that he has no right whatever to object to it, inas- 
much as he has no charge or lien upon the sum of £29 3s. 6d. in question. 
Whether this court had the power under the County Courts Act, 1888, s. 
157, tv have given him such a charge may be doubtful, but, at all events, 
no such order was made. The cases of Dallow v. Garrold (13 Q. B. D. 
543) and Emden v. Cart (19 Oh. D. 311), cited by the applicant, appear to 
be in point. The application will, therefore, be granted. 





Quarter Sessions, 


BRITISH EQUITABLE ASSURANCE CO. (Appellants) AND THE ASSESSMENT 
COMMITTEE OF THE CITY OF LONDON UNION AND THE OVERSEERS OF 
frond — OF ST. MARTIN VINTRY (Respondents)—County of London, 

2t' arch. 


Vauvation (Mernorvonis) Act, 1869—Ricut or Aprgat. 


This was an appeal against a decision of the respondent assessment 
committee on an objection by the appellants that their hereditaments in 
Queen-street-place were omitted from the supplemental valuation list as 
approved by the respondent assessment committee at a meeting on Sep- 
tember 11, 1889. Counsel for the assessment committee took two pre- 
liminary objections to the appellants’ right of appeal—(1) That, as no one 
had appeared before the assessment committee in support of the appel- 
lants’ notice of objection at the hearing on the 11th of September, the 
objection was not made ‘‘ before ’’ the committee within the meaning of 
section 32 of the Valuation (Metropolis) Act, 1869; (2) that, as the appel- 
lants’ hereditaments did not appear in any provisional list, the assessment 
committeo had no power to insert the hereditaments in the supplemental 
list. The way to get an alteration in the supplemental list was through 
the provisional list: he cited Poplar Union v. Kast and West India Docks 
Oo. (11 Q. B. D., at p. 732), Counsel for the appellants contended as to 
| ape (1) that, as the —— had given notice of objection (admitted 
in respondents’ case), which notice was read by the clerk before tho asseas- 
ment committee at the hearing on the 11th of September (as appeared by 
a letter written by the clerk), the objection was made before the com- 
mittee; as to point (2), that the supplemental list is not absolutely de- 
— upon the contents of the provisional lists, ho cited Fulham v. 

lls (57 L. J. Mag. Cas, 45). [Ee was atopped by the court. ] 

Sir Parker Eputn, in giving the decision of the court, said :—These pre- 
liminary objections raised by the assessment committee must fail. As 
to point (1), the appellants having duly served a page notice of objection 
upon the assessment committee, the mere fact of the appellants failing to 
be present to support their notice does not take away their right of appeal. 
The objection is made before the committee by moans of the notice of 
objection. As to point (2), though, as a matter of convenience, the 
provisional lists are usually gathered into and form the basis or ground. 





list. The fact that there was no provisional list the ts’ 
hereditaments was due to the action of the overseers, and we to 
hold that the failure of the overseers to send in a provisional list can 
deprive the appellants of their right of appeal given by section 32 of the 
Act.—Oounss1, Poland, Q.C., and Slade Butler ; Meadows White, Q.C., and 
Reginald Glen; J. H. Ticket. 








LAW SOCIETIES. ; 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Spectra Generat Megetinc 1x Apru..—Norice. 


In pursuance of a resolution passed at the adjourned annual 1 
meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, held on the 15th of July, 
1881, to the effect that meetings of the society should be held in Jan 

and ane. a special general meeting of the members of the society 

be held in the hall of the society on Friday, the 25th of April, at two p.m. 
Members who may wish to move recolutions should send copies of 
them to the secretary not later than Wednesday, the 2nd of April. 
Notices of such proposed motions will afterwards be sent to each 
member of the society. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The sixty-fourth half-yearly meeting of this association was held at the 
Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, the 19th imst. 
Mr. Richard Pennington in the chair. 

The Szcrerary read the minutes of the previous meeting, and the 
following report, as circulated among the members present, was taken as 


read :— 

The board of directors, in compliance with the sixteenth rule of the 
association, preseut their report for the half-year ending December 31st, 
1889. 

The association has now 3,177 members enrolled, of whom 1,152 are life 
and 2,025 annual subscribers. 51 of the life members are also annual 
subscribers of from one to ten guineas each. The loss of many sub- 
scribers from death and other causes every year, renders it desirable to 
obtain new members, and it is earnestly hoped that the directors will be 
assisted in their endeavours to increase the present number of supporters. 

During the half-year the receipts of the association from all sources 
amounted to £2,155 63. 7d., of w the following is a general summary : 
—Life subscriptions, £73 10s.; new annual subscriptions, £33 12s. ; 
donations, £105 10s.; arrears, £35 l4s.; renewals, £982 16s.; legacy, 
£50; dividends, £850 93. 7d, ; and festival tickets, £23 15s. The legacy 
of £50 given by the will of the late Mrs. Elizabeth 8: widow of 
Mr. Anthony Snowball, and mother of Mr. George Snowball, solicitors, 
both of Sunderland, is gratefully acknowledged. As empowered by the 
fourth rule, the board have admitted Mr. Alfred R. Gales, of Sundesend, 
one of the executors, as an honorary life member of the association. 

The total capital of the association now consists of £48,580 13s. 3d. 
stock in addition to the sum of £5,263 19s. 10d. pertaining to the Reardon 

uest. 

aring the half-year 90 grants were from the funds, eS 
£1,800. Of this sum 4 members and 15 members’ families received 
while 13 non-members and 57 non-members’ families received £1,019. 
The sum of £75 was also paid to annuitants from the income of the late 
Miss Ellen Reardon's bequest; £14 to the recipien 
annuity ’’; and £15 to the 

These grants together with t 
report, make a total of £3,636 given in relief by the association 
the year 1889, 

On December 31st, 1889, a balance of £136 10s. Td. remained to the 
general credit of the association at the Union Bank of London, together 
= the ioace — of £57 Is. 

e following resolution was passed meeting, 
at Leeds on October 16, 1889 :—‘‘ That the directors be requested to con- 
sider the scheme for th 

feesion in Scotland, as described in Mr. Parves’s paper read at 

8 meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, and to the next 
half-yearly meeting of this aseociation whether any such scheme can be 
adopted by the ession in England." After due consideration of the 
scheme as existing in Scotland, and detailed in Mr. Purves's paper, the 
directors beg to report to the members of the association that they do not 
consider that cach 0 echeme weald be prastieable te Baginnd. 

The directors record with regret the deceare of their 

William Slater, of Manchester, and also the resignation of Mr. 
B. Paterson, of London; in whose places they have elected Mr. John 
Oullimore, of Chester, and Mr. Joha Hollams, of London. Mr. Cecil 
Edward Kingsford has also been elected to fill a vacancy on the board at 
Canterbury. 

Sir Willam James Farrer bas kindly agreed to at the thirtieth 
anniversary festival of the association, to be Kd prong Jane 23. 
1890, at ay — Metropole. The oo- support of the pro- 
fesaion on 


i 


occasion is earnestly hi for. 

The Cuareman, in moving the adoption of the « said that, as 
momen pons knew, he was under some disadvantage, unaware 
that he should have the honour of o Ue sue wan 

repart, was 


entered the room. Sram 8 Canty Gane at 
manifest that the association was in a very satisfactory position. 





work of the supplemental list, it by no means follows that nothing can 
be inserted in tho supplomental list unless it has appeared in a pro al 


progress was being made, and much good work accomplished 
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members of their profession, and the widows and children of those who, 
from misfortune and other causes, are unable to provide for themselves 
without arsistance from the funds of this society. He (the chairman) noted 
with much pleasure that out of the total number of 3,177 members enrolled, 
no less than 2,025 wereannual subscribers, the remaining 1,152 being lifesub- 
scribers. He knew that life subscribers were very useful in augmenting the 
funds, but the annual payments formed the regular reliable income of the 
association, and sometimes (though happily we had many exceptions) a life 
subscriber having given his £10 10s. never again contributed to the funds. 
They would well imagine that such a payment, distributed over a large 
number of years, would :oon become exhausted, and from this point of 
view a single donation compared unfavourably with an annual subscriber. 
He was much in favour of annual subscribers, and heartily wished that 
the number could be doubled. It was gratifying to see that the associa- 
tion was in possersion of a capital of £48,580, in addition to the sum of 
£5,263 19s. 10d. pertaining to the Reardon bequest. This was a sub- 
stantial fund which could always be relied upon, and he hoped it would 
go on steadily increasing. As to the resolution passed at the last half- 
yearly meeting at Leeds in reference to the consideration of Mr. 
Purves’s paper on the scheme for providing widows’ funds similar 
to that in connection with the legal profession in Scotland, it 

d from the present report that the directors were of opinion 
as eb a scheme would not be practicable in England. He 
had read Mr. Purves’s paper with interest, but had not had the 

nity of considering the scheme thoroughly. He, however, 
felt sure that the directors of the association, by whom Mr. Purves’s 
suggestion had been carefully considered, had sufficient reasons for 
believing that it would not be practicable to attempt the introduction of 
such ascheme in England. The Joss of colleagues was inevitable as time 
goes cn, and thcugh old directors and friends from time to time passed 
away, he (the chairman) trusted that others would always be ready to take 
their place, and that the association itself would continue to flourish in 
the future as it had done in the past. 

Mr. Wii11uam Jonzs, having seconded the motion, the report was 
unanimously adopted. 

Mr. F. R. Parker moved a vote of thanks to the directorsand auditors 
for their cervices during the past half-year, which was seconded by Mr. 
E. Mors, and carried unanimously. 

On the motion of Mr. C. M. Barxer, seconded by Mr. F. T. Woorzenr, 
the proceedings concluded with a vote of thanks to the chairman for pre- 
siding. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE BAR EXAMINATION. 


The Equity subjects for the Michaelmas Examination, 1890, and Hilary, 
1891, are changed, and imstead of Trusts, Partnership, and Specific 
Performance, students will be tested in those partsof White and Tudor's 
Leading Cases which deal with Resulting Trusts, Constructive Trusts, 
Voluntary Trusts, For v. Mackreth and Disability from Fiduciary Position, 
Purchaser for Value without Notice, Fraud on a Power, Equitable Mort- 

and Married Woman’s Property. The subjects issued after a 

Examination have generally held good for the next four examina- 
tions, and it seems rather a mistake to break up sucharule. Studente, 
also, are nct to follow the text-book blindly, but to get up the subjects 
** as affected by later statutes and decisions.”’ 


THE SOLICITORS’ PRELIMINARY. 


The recent Preliminary shewed a large percentage of failures, although 
it cannot be described as a hard examination. The papers in History and 
Arithmetic were fairly easy. In Latin mmar moet of the questions 
have appeared in some shape or other before, but in such a constant 
subject that is only to be expected It is rather eurprising that as a 

ography test the familiar question, ‘‘ Describe an English county,” 
£ not for a time. Great dissatisfaction was expressed at the 
rapidity of the reader in dictation, the examination not being one in 
shorthand. 


LAW STUDENTS’. SOCIETIES. 

Law Srvpests’ Devatixc Soctery.—March 18—Mr. W. M. Woodhouse 
in the chair.—The debate, ‘‘ That the law with regard to imprisonment for 
debt should be largely extended,’’ was opened by Mr. Savory in the affir- 
mative. He was — + by Messrs. Windsor, Daniel, and Wheeler, 

by «. Elmslie, Nimmo, Ourtis, Ogle, Watson, and 
Mr. Savory replied, and on a division the motion was carried by 
ority of one. 


eee 
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It is that Mir. George yore Heywood has been appointed 
udge of the Manchester and Salford County Courts (Circuit No, 8) in 
succession to Mr. J. A. Kasecll, © C. 


Sir James Hannen was 2 passenger in the Orient Line steamer Orient, 
left Plymouth on Saturday atternoon. It ig understood that he ts 
paying a visit to Italy for his health. 
The latest accvunte of Mr. Justice Kay, who is suffering from insomnia, 
are that he is recovering, and hopes to be able to leave Norfolk, a 
resume his judicial dutics in a few weeks. 


oe 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY, 


The Right Hon. Ricuarp Dowsez, one of the judges of the Exchequer 
Division in Ireland, died suddenly on the 14th inst. from disease of the 
heart while on circuit at Tralee, in his sixty-sixth year. Mr. Baron Dowse 
was the son of Mr. William Henry Dowse, of Dungannon. He was 
educated at the Dungannon Royal School and at Trinity College, Dublin, 
and he was called to the bar in Ireland in 1852. He formerly practised 
on the North-West Circuit. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 1863, and 
Serjeant-at-Law in 1869. At the general election of 1868 he was elected 
M.P. for the City of Londonderry in the Liberal interest. He was 
Solicitor- General for Ireland in Mr. Gladstone’s first Administration from 
1870 till 1872, when he was appointed Attorney-General, and was sworn 
in as a member of the Irish Privy Couucil. As a law officer he conducted 
several Fenian prosecutions, and while in Parliament he aided in g 
Mr. Gladstone’s first Irish Land Act. In the autumn of 1872 he was 
appoited a puisne judge of the Court of Exchequer. His judgments 
were ably composed, and were often couched in humorous language, and 
the geniality of his disposition rendered him popular with all branches of 
the profession. Mr. Baron Dowse was married in 1852 to the daughter of 
Mr. George Moore, of Olones. He became a widower in 1874, and he 
leaves one son and two daughters. He was buried on the 19th inst. 


Alderman Davip Henry Sronz, solicitor, who died on the 25th ult., in 
his seventy-eighth year, was educated at St. Olave’s Grammar School, 
Southwark. He served his articles with the late Mr. Devy, of Ely, and 
he was admitted a solicitor in 1839. He was formerly in partnership 
with Mr. Thomas Baker Cox, and more recently he practised in the 
Poultry in association with Mr. John William Billinghurst and Mr, 
Benjamin Philip Wood. He served the office of under-sheriff of 
London and Middlesex in 1840, and again in 1863. In.1865 he was 
elected alderman of Bassishaw Ward. In 1867 he served the office of 
sheriff, and he was Lord Mayor of London for the year 1874-75. He 
retired from practice in 1874. Alderman Stone had been treasurer of 
St. Thomas’s Hospital since 1877. He had been married twice, and he 
leaves several children. 


Mr. Tueep Witu1aMm Pears, solicitor, of Bedford, died on the 25th 
ult., at the age of seventy, from influenza, followed by inflammation of 
the lungs. Mr. Pearse was the son of Mr. Theed Pearse, solicitor, of 
Bedford, and was educated at Bedford Grammar School. He served his 
articles in his father’s office, and he was admitted a solicitor in 1843. He 
was formerly in partnership with his father, and more recently with his 
younger brother, Mr. James Pearse, who is registrar of the Bedford 
County Court and clerk to the Bedford-Harpur Charity Trustees, and, 
with Mr. Charles Bailey Halliley (the firm having also an office at Biggles- 
wade), but more recently he had practised alone. In 1856 he succeeded 
his father as town clerk of Bedford, and in the following year he was 
appointed clerk cf the peace for Bedfordshire. He was also for many 
years clerk to the Bedfordshire County Council, clerk to the lieutenancy, 
clerk to the borough Commissioners of Income Tax, clerk to the Bedford 
Burial Board, a clerk to the borough and county magistrates. Mr. 
Pearse was a perpetual commissioner for Bedfordshire, and he had an 
extensive private practice. He leaves a ‘widow, two sons, and three 
daughters. Mr. Pearse was buried on the Ist inst. 


Mr. Joun Fremina, solicitor, of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, died on the 
25th ult. in his 83rd year. Mr. Fleming, who was one of the oldest 
solicitors at Newcastle, was articled to Messrs. Carr & Jobling, of Newcastle, 
and he was admitted a solicitor in 1846. He was for many years the head 
of the firm of Jobling & Main. Mr. Fleming leaves a widow and one 
daughter. He was buried on the 28th ult. It is stated that Mr. Fleming 
has, by his will, made charitable bequests to the amount of £100,000. 


Mr. Tuomas Wraxe Rarcutrr, solicitor, of 60, New Broad-street and 
of 43, White Horse-street, Stepney, died at his residence, 22, Albert-road, 
Regent’s Park, on the Ist inst. Mr. ratcliff was admitted a solicitor in 
1845, and he had for many years a large practice in the City and East 
end, being associated in partnership with his eldest son, Mr. Sidney 
George Ratcliff, who was admitted a solicitor in 1868. He had been for 
many years steward and coroner for the Tower of London. He had been 
clerk and solicitor to the Limehouse District Board of Works since 1856, 
and returning officer for the Tower Hamlets since 1868. Mr. Ratcliff was 
a deputy-lieutenant for the Tower Hamlets. His second son, Mr. 
Thomas William Ratcliff, was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
January, 1876, and practises in the Chancery Division. 


Mr. Perer Bantruotomew Lona, solicitor (of the firm of lane & 
Casley), of Ipswich, died on the 4th inst. from syncope, in his eighty- 
fifth year. r. Long was admitted a solicitor in 1826, and he had for 
many years conducted an extensive practice at Ipswich, where he was 
associated in partnership with Mr. John Oasley. He was clerk to the 
Ipswich Dock Commissioners, solicitor to the Ipswich Chamber of Com- 
merce, and chief-distributor of stamps for the county of Suffolk. He was 
a usl commissioner for Suffolk, and he was also for many years town 
clerk and clerk of the peace for the borough of Aldeburgh. Mr. Long 
died suddenly, only a day after the death of his wife, who was the second 
daughter of Mr. John Pitfield Braddick, of Boughton Mount, Kent, and 
widow of Mr. John Casley. 


Mr. Geonox Tomas Juwxtns, barrister, who was formerly a master of 
the Supreme Oourt, dic at Franklands, burgess Hill, on the 13th inst., at 
the age of seventy-one. Mr, Jenkins was the son of Mr, William 
Kinnaird Jenkins, of Abbots Langley. Hoe was called to the bar at the 
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Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1844, having been a pupil in the 
chambers of the late Mr. Peter Brodie, where he was a fellow pupil of the 
late Sir George Jessel. He formerly — as an equity y end 
and conveyancer, and from 1869 till 1878 he was counsel to the Governors 
of Queen Anne’s —~ He was principal secretary to Sir George Jessel 
when Master of the Rolls, and in 1878 he was appointed a clerk of records 
and writs. In the following year his office was merged in that of a 
master of the Supreme Court, and about two years ago he retired on a 
pension. Mr. Jenkins was married in 1851 to the eldest daughter of the 
Rev. Charles Campbell. 

Mr. Joun Romituy, barrister, died at 7, OCork-street, on the 5th inst., 
from influenza, followed by congestion of the lungs. Mr. Romilly was the 
eldest son of Mr. Charles Romilly, barrister, formerly clerk of the Crown 
in Chancery. He was grandson to Sir Samuel Romilly, and nephew of 
the first Lord Romilly. He was called to the bar at Gray’s-inn in 
Michaelmas Term, 1865. Mr. Romilly was a member of the Western 
Circuit. He was successively secretary of causes and chief secretary to 
Lord Romilly when Master of the Rolls. He was an examiner of the 
High Court, and he acted as secretary to the Historical Manuscripts Com- 


mission. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Freperick Parker Morrett, solicitor, of Oxford, has been 
appointed Registrar of the ago | of Oxford, in succession to the 
late Mr. Gorden Dayman. Mr. Morrell is solicitor and coroner to the 
University of Oxford. He is an M.A. of St. John’s Oollege, and he was 
admitted a solicitor in 1861. He is also steward of St. John’s College. 


Mr. Francrs Fiemrine, barrister, O.M.G., Colonial Secretary for Hong 
Kong, who has been appointed to act as Governor of that colony, is the 
eldest son of the late Mr. James Fleming, Q.0. He was called to the bar 
at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1866. He was Crown 
Solicitor for Mauritius from 1869 till 1872, when he was appointed a dis- 
trict magistrate for thatcolony. He was a district judge in Jamaica from 
1876 till 1878, when he became Chief Justice of Barbadoes. He was ap- 
pointed Queen’s Advocate in Oeylon in 1883, Colonial Secretary for 
Mauritius in 1887, and Colonial Secretary for Hong Kong in 1889. He 
a a Oompanion of the Order of St. Michael and St. George 
in 1887. 

Mr. Aurrep Kinepon, Solicitor-General for British Guiana, has been 
appointed a Queen’s Counsel for that colony. Mr. K on is the third 
son of the late Mr. Thomas Kingdon, Q.C, He was ed to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in July, 1878, and he formerly practised on the 
Western Circuit. 

Mr. Morton Wiu1Am Smiru, barrister, has been appointed Counsel to 
the Admiralty for the county of Kent, in succession to Mr. George Lewis 
Denman, who has been appointed a stipendiary magistrate for the 
metropolis. Mr. Smith is the eldest son of Mr. Frederick James Smith, 
barrister. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity 
Term, 1872, and he practises on the South-Eastern Circuit and at the 
Kent Sessions. He is also prosecuting counsel to the Mint for Kent, and 
recorder of the borough of Gravesend. 

Mr. Wiit1am Barty Ransom, solicitor (of the firm of Ransom & Son), 
of Sudbury, has been appointed a Commiesioner for Oaths. 

Mr. Gzorce Osrier Nicuotson, solicitor, of Market Harborough and 
Desborough, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 

Mr. James Batrour Pavut, advocate, has been appointed Lyon King of 
Arms for Scotland. 

Mr, Henry Doytey Wotvsy Astiey, solicitor, of Hungerford, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. e 


GENERAL. 


The death is announced of Mr. Edmund Swetenham, Q.C., M.P. for 
Carnarvon Burghs, at his residence, Oam-yr-Alyn, near Wrexham, on 
Wednesday. 

On the 14th inst., on an application by counsel out of time to the 
Divisional Court of the Queen's Bench Division, the excuse 
that ‘‘a divisional court had not been sitting,’’ Lord Coleridge o 
that he was not aware of this; on the con , the utmost care had been 
taken to keep a divisional court sitting, notwithstanding the absence of 
nearly all the judges on circuit and the illness of others. It had been 
announced that there would be a divisional court at least twice a week 
during the assizes, and, in fact, it had sat much more frequently, in 
consequence of the assistance kindly given by two of the members of the 
Court of Appeal, and it had sat constantly, with the exception of one or 
two days. There was, therefore, no real difficulty on: that account, and it 
was eartening to find such an excuse set up by counsel, in spite of all 
the care that had been taken to insure the constant sittings of the court. 


At the meeting of the Common Council of the City of London on the | 7, 


a inst., a letter yrange Mr. z= J. yy ana ne of i 
ayor’s Court, tendering his resignation on the serious ill- 
health, and asking for a retiring allowance in conntieeation of his thirty- 
two years’ service. The communication was referred to the Officers and 
Clerks’ Committee, Meanwhile Mr. I’. 8, Jackson, the deputy-registrar, was 
appointed to act as registrar until Mr. Pawley’s successor was elected, 
A letter was read from Sir Thomas Chambers, the recorder, calling atten- 
tion to the serious blook which was likely to arise in the Mayor's Court 
pire ng the accident to the assistant judge and the retiremont of the 
rogistrar, as woll as to tho length of time occupied by trials at the 

tral Criminal Court, which prevented the attendance of the Common 


Serjeant and himself at the Mayor’s Oourt. He the appoint- 
ment of an additional commissioner to hear trials at Old Bailey. It 
was resolved to refer the matter to the Law and City Courts’ Committee 
for consideration and report, and meanwhile the recorder was requested 
to appoint a deputy-judge if required. 

At Bow-street Police Court, says the Times, a curious legal case has 
arisen in connection with the death of Sir James Ingham. It appears 
that a short time before the late chief m was taken ill he made 
an order, under the Metropolitan Building Acts, in reference to the con- 
struction of a party wall upon some premises belonging to Messrs. Shool- 
bred’s, but consented to grant a case for the consideration of the Queen’s 
Bench Division of the High Court. Durivg the period which was allowed 
for the drafting of the case the learned was seized with the ill- 
ness which terminated fatally, and the resuit is that the order is inopera- 
tive owing to the case having been ted, and it cannot be sent to the 
High Court because it is not signed by the granting . Mr. J. P. 
Grain, who consulted Mr. Vaughan upon the matter at a ag | 
explained that there was no precedent governing the difficulty, 

the Orown Office was at a loss to ¢ means for surmounting it. Mr. 
Vaughan, who pointed out that he could not sign the case himeelf, 
suggested that the parties should agree upon some method of obtaining a 


In the House of Commons on the 17th inst. Mr. J. asked the 
Home Secretary whether his attention had been called to the 


ame of -e Justice — = other learned ju in their 
dresses to grand juries, on the great hardship to prisoners b opera- 
tion of the Assize Act, 1889, in having to ‘seensin ia pelocn antl 


the holding of the next quarter sessions, notwithstanding that an assize 
was held in the interval ; whether he would cause inquiries to be made as 
to the number of prisoners whose trials had been thus delayed, and the 
—— of such delay; and, should the result of the inquiry prove that 
such hardship exists, would he take steps to secure an amendment of the 
law in that respect? Mr. Matthews said:--My attention has been called 
to the observations made by Mr. Justice Hawkins. I have not been in- 
formed that other learned judges have made similar criticisms on the 
principle of the Aesize Relief Act. I will collect information, as ne. 
gested, to ascertain what number of have had their 
delayed and the length of such delay; should it appear that the advan- 
tages of this recent 1 ation are at the cost of undue 

to prisoners I will the attention of the Lord Chancellor to the subject. 
It was a necessary result of the legislation of last year that there should 
be some delay. 

The Dai’y News, writing of the late Baron Dowse, says: ‘‘ Perhaps his 
best remembered witticism is that with which he replied, on a famous 
occasion, to the present Lord Ohief Justice of Eagland. Sir John 
Coleridge, as he then was, in defending the Women’s a Bill, men- 
tioned that the greatest judges he knew possessed qualities of mind which 
he regarded as peculiarly feminine. ‘My honourable and learned friend,’ 
said Mr. Dowse, ‘appears to think that because some judges are old 
women, all old women ought to be judges.’ Baron Dowse’s humour was 
not, as is often the case, quenched by his elevation to the bench. dis 
racy criticisms of the t magistrates are well known. Bat it is 
possible that an earlier sally may have been He was trying a 
man for unlawfully wounding, and the doctor who had attended the 
victim was called to describe the nature of the injaries. The medical man 
said that they were such as might have been inflicted by an ordinary 
knife, and on being shewn a specimen of the weapon said that was what 
he meant. The case was a very clear one, there was practically no defence, 








but the jury retired and remained absent a long time. The judge sent 
for them, and asked if he could assist them. ¢ foreman said that they 
could not decide whether the wound had been inflicted with that knife. 
ate . ~ ee the keine ‘But rae pA. been 
you know, if you were e e. But you are . 
and the question is whether he committed the crime with that or any 
other knife.’ The jury saw it, and the prisoner met with his deserts.” 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, March 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. ‘. 
BrewineHamM Concert Haris, Lourrep—Petn for winding up, presented Marc 
12, directed to be heard before North, J, on Saturday, March 22 Linklater & 
Co, Bond ct, Walbrook, solors for petners 
Barisrot Jornt Stock Bank, LumrTeD—Petn for winding up, presented oom, 8, 
directed to be heard before Kay, J, on Saturday, March 22 Mackrell & Co, 
Cannon st, solors for petner 
io, Lruttep—Petn for winding up, presented 


March 10, directed to be hoard t Seiees Kay, J, on Saturday, March 22 Flux & 
Leadbitter, Leadenhall st, agents for Drake, ‘Huddersfield, solor for petner 
Lowrpow Rice Mr. Sys pen pee required, on or before April 15, 
to send their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Mr Charles Cary! ot Bs Baker and Mr Robertson Blair Robertson, care of Messrs 
Ba]) & Co, 1, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st view, April 25, at 1, is appointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon = debts and claims 
New Brunswick TrRapinG Co or LonpD um. Laxeren Peta for winding UP pre- 
sented March 13, directed to be heard store Stirling, J, on Saturday, March 
22 Bom & Co. Gt Winchester st, solors for petner 
ORMAL Luuarrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 12, directed to be 
heard before North, J, on March 22 Munns & Longden, Old Jewry, solors for 


Pustic Works ANp Contract Co, Liwrrep—Petn for winding up, presented 
March 10, _~ to be — before Stirling, J, on Saturday, March 22 Dean, 


's 
VER ESTATES Liutep—Petn for winding up, presented 
March 12, directed to be — y ‘before Stirling, J, on Saturday, March 22 
Stretton & Co, Cornhill, solors for petner 
Motor Syxpicats, Luarep—OChitty, J, has fixed Soeskeg, March 25, at 
12. at his a, for the appointment of an official liquidato 
W J Bannon & Sons, Locrrep—Chit' . by an order dated March 3, ap- 
pointed Mr a Spain, 76, Coleman st, to be official liquidator 


COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Co, Lu«rrep—By an order made by Bristowe, VC. dated March 3, 
it was aie ‘that the company be wound up McGowen & Hordern, Liver- 


pool, solors for 
Co, Liwitep—The Vice-Chancellor has, by an order 


v4 


ae 


i} 
> 
a 


Trwes MasvuPACTURING 
Feb 24, appointed Thomas Smethurst, 26, Pall Mal), to be official liqui- 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
or HULL TEMPERANCE Sick BeyErFit Socrety, Cocos Rooms, Dansom lane, 


Hall March 10 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, March 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Duckske PortasLe Hovse Co, Laairep itors are required, on or before 
April 2, to send their names and ad and the particulars of their debts 
James Lakeman. 31, St Swithin’s lane Tuesday, May 6, at 12, is 
for hearing and ad judicating upon the debts and claims 
Sywpicatz, Luarep—Chitty, J, has fixed Thursday, | 
March 27, at 12, at his chambers, for th2 appointment of an official liquidator 
—- & Co, Lnarrep —Petn for winding up, presented March 14, directed to 
be heard before as. J, on Saturday, March 29 Peacock & Goddard, South 


aq. 's inn, 
Lisa Berar pot a for winding up, presented March 14, 


directed to be heard before North, J, on Saturday, March 29 Andrew & Co 
Clemeat's lane, for petners 
New Bouse Gezew Porrery, Liuitep-Stirling, J, has fixed Friday, March 28 


at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Tue Lospos IsTERNATIONAL COLLEGE, —Creditors are required, on or 
before April 21, to send their sn and addresses, and the particu'ars of their | 
debts or claims, to Davi els, 3. Carisbrook ter, Old Dover rd, 
Blactheath Wilkins & Co, Geetha suse, Old Broad st, solors for liquidator | 

Usion Aczncy, oe an order mide b ——. J, dated March ¥ Hit | 
was that the vo’ tary winding up of the agenc contir ued er 
& Co, Gt Winchester st, solors for petner ° 9 "7 | 

UNLIMITED In CHANCERY. 

Waser Rivise Commrrcisl amp BuitpinG Co—By an order made by Stirling, J 
dated March 8. it was i that the society be wound up Van Sandau & | 
ae st, Cheapside, agents for Miils & Bibby, Huddersfield, solors for | 


Couwty PaLativg oF LANCASTER. | 

LiMiTED 1% CHANCERY. 

CL2FHEROE JUEILEZ Mitt Co, Liurrep—The Vice-Chance'lor has fixed Friday, | 

+ = at 11, at ome chambers of the Sos Registrar, 10, Winckley st, Preston, for 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


BIRMINGHAM CALEDONIAN SOctzTY, 8, Cainden st, Birmingham March 14 
Deggeet Poprmems Lopez or Opp FELLows Socizty, Bridge Inn, Stone st, 
Faecrrrct Pear Trex ip teres, Druids Friendly Society, Welsh Harp, Ponkey, 


oe ase F and Ind i} Ord f Odd Fel 

a, ree ependent Order of Odd Fellows 

itlediy Society oath ae Ho Meadow lane, Leeds March 15 ; 
Samanzt ax Lover, Druids Friendly Society, Rose and Crown Inn, Kirk- | 


Loval Peis oF om Nonen E Lose Destte Friendly Society, Workman’s Hall, 


Lovat Victonts Lopez, Druids Prcwts Society, Villi ote s, 
as ~ y ers Hotel, Villiers s 


Mpmmassc azn 4u> AGSSCULEURAL Lopor FRIespiy Society, 5, Northgate, Loutb, 


pumas We Winow AD Oxraam Fup Soctzty, Vine Inn, Great Stan- | 





SUSPENDED Yor TuxEE Mowtus. | 
sweatin Por Lover. Ey Fitlenthroptc Institution Friendly society, New Inn, 


gx ze. BS.A. Friendly Society, Cx ational School- 
tims on Vaso Pi 10.1 ly + pe ty ongregatio; i 








pentiig wrasse stn = 5 Pesan & Lussexs.—Betore pre hasing or 
ennentathoroaghiy bm nL an Li hh 


isa dae ary Bagiororing © & Ventilation Wo. “tn expedite 


eatliation ot Offices, 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF CLAIM 
— Gazette.—F RIDAY, March 7. 
CARR, WILLIAM FREDER therwise WILLIAM Teipp, Ethelburga st, Batter- 
sea, Appraiser. April’. Tripp v Wallis, Chitty, J. Draper, Vincent sq, 


Westra iter 
HOLLOWAY, JOHN_JAMES, Semnonte, seemed April 3, Blackburn v Ool- 


lins, North, J. Daniel, Ramsgat 
London Gazette. pa March 11. 
McMaster, Percy Jocetyn, Gilford, Down, Ireland, erent. April 12. 
McMaster v McMaster, North. J. Eyre, J > st, Bedford ro 
RicKseTTs, CLaRgissa. Yoxford, Suffolk. April 9. De Chassiron v Bailie, Chitty, 
J. Brandon, Essex st 
WEBBER, ALEXANDER, Northwich terr, Maida hill, Wine Merchant. April 10. 
Chadwick v Webber, North, J. Hepwest, Chancery lane 


UNDER 22 & 23 ‘VICT. CAP. - 35. 
Last Day oF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, March il, 


BARKER, MICHAEL, High st, Homerton, Beerhouse Keeper. April4. Fen & Co, 
Surrey st. Strand 





Baxter, ELIZABETH ~ cre Theydon Garnon, Essex. May5. Tamplin & 
Co. Fenchurch s 
BLAND, ELLEN Sate, Somerset rd, Tottenham. April 19. Gush & Co, 


insbury circus 
DoaG, ELIZABETH, Liverpool. April25. Madden & Qo, Liverpool 


Brice, ExizaBstTH, South Perrott, Dorset. April 12. Sparks & Blake, Crew- 
kerne, Somerset 

BRIGHTMORE, Davip, Heeley, Sheffield, formerly Pork Butcher. April 30. 
Vickers & Co, Sheffield 

OHARBLTON, SARAH, Heslington, Yorks, April10. Nicholson, York 


Comnmner, JOHN, Gipsy hill, Norwood, Butcher. April8, Sturt, Ironmonger 
ne 
DIESELDORFF, CHARLES WILLIAM, Lawrie park gdns, Sydenham. April 11. 
Parker & Co, Cornhill 
oa. a nr jo Sheffield, formerly Merchant. May 23. Broomhead & Oo, 
eme: 7 
Du Cane, Sir CHARLES, Braxted Park, Essex, K.C.M.G. Mayi. Blood, Witham 
Forster, WILLIAM OXxtrEy, Newcastle on Tyne, Solicitor, Marchis. Criddle, 
Newcastle on Tyne 
ro Seer, Wigan, Retired Provision Dealer. April14. Darlington & Sons, 
gan 
GARDINER, CHRISTOPHER, Preston, Geat. March 24, Thompson & Craven, 


Preston 
GAUDEEN, David HENNELL, Upton, Northampton, Gent. April2. Howes & Oo, 





Northampton 
Gein, Seees UURTIS, Carshalton, Surrey. April 12. Johnson & Co, Austin- 
| Guay CHARLES, Wickersley, nr Rotherham, Farm Labourer. April 8. 


ashington, Rotherham 
| CRayaoosE, Exiza, St John’s Park, Upper Holloway. April 7. Richardson & 
er, Golden sqr 
| GREENE, JOHN, Harrogate, retired Solicitor. March 23. Bond & Co, Leeds 


Crng, Mary, Icklingham Hall, Suffolk. April2t. Farrer & Co, Liucoln’s ion 
elds 
; | Maar. JOSEPH WILLIAM. Thomas st, Burdett rd, 


ictualier. April4. Fen & Co, Surrey st, Stra 
ee ROBERT, Woodborough, Notts, Gent. 


a Limehouse, Licensed 
April 15. Brittle, Notting- 
| Hu mpmeeey, Baw Ane, St George, Glos, retired Coachsmith. Aprili9. Gwynn 
JO, 
JACKSON, GEORGE, Fenstanton, Hunts,Gent. April6. Watts, St Ives 
J £HOTTE, Louisa, Boulevard du Regent, Brussels. Aprili. Upton, Austinfriars 
J a onan JosErH, Leadenhall st, Solicitor, March 31. Jennings & Son, 


JESSE, MOCMEARD, Beisiten on the Hill, Leices, Commander R.N. May 1, Blood, 
Witham 


Teall ee Kingston upon Hull, Builder. April 80. Colbeck & Thompson, 


om) pus, Boome, Crescent, Minories. April 10. Myers, Wormwood st, 

re 

& CHARLES JOHN LAWRENCE, Epsom, Surrey, Auctioneer. April 15, 
Miller & Co, Salter’s Hall ct, Cannon st 


Luar, ALFRED, Pendleton, Salford, Esq. May7. Lycett & Co, Manchester 


| Lear, Henry, Crediton, Devon, Gent. April 30. Smith & Co, Crediton 


Lewis, Ann, Hereford. April5. Lamb & Stephens, Hereford 
| Martin, Josevu, Deerhurst, Glos, out of business. May 1. New & Uo., Evesham 


McL£op, Ppancns HAstTIiInas, St. Hidier, Jerscy, retired Major-General from 
H, s Army. Aprils. Greenway & Son, Plymouth 

Morton, Ropext, Gardai , Licensed Victualler, May 3). Cousins, Cardiff 

MOULE, SamMvu&aL, Private in H.M.’s 4th Fusiliers, Hartlebury, Worcs. May 1. 

ongueville & Co., Oswestry 

PER&CEVAL, os, Lowndes st, Chelsea, Barrister at Law. April 22, Young 
& Co., St Mildred’s ct, Poultry 

POWELL, ANS, Cheltenham, April 9. Wood, Cheltenham 


Suaroote, THEOPHILUS, High rd, Kilburn, Licensed Victualler. Aprili. Fitch, 


lfora row 

| SumLpow, AxTuvur, Macclesfield, Land Agent. April 15. Mair & Blunt, 

Macclesfield 
| SiLcock, CHanLEes Jonsson, Rochester row, Westminster, Licensed Victualler. 

prilzi. Loxley & Morley, Cheaps 

| SINGLETON, JON, Scarborough, Gardener. April 7. Tate & Co, Scarborough 
Smiru, Exwanp Cuantxs, Witham, Essex, Grocer, May 1. Blood, Witham 
STAYFORD, FLORESKA ZO”, Maida vale, Aprili. Gould & Crompton, Exeter 
Srunes, Tuomas, Derby. May 6, Sale & Mills, Derby 


To,  teade Gove. Old at, St Luke’s, lronmonger. March 31, Jennings 


Waseem, Capt JON SANDHAM, Showborough House, nr Towkesbury. April 26. 


Noyes, The Dmg pth Westminster 
Wit, Wit11AM, 6 ld, Bank Manager. April #. Brown & Son, Sheffield 


Woonpeuss. Coyawene Manx, Upper Phillimore grdns, Kensington, April 7. 


& Haynes, New aq, Lincoln's inn 
WOuKMAM, Atay, Gt it Hainpton, W Worcester, Esq. May 1. New & Oo, Evesham 
April 6, Bonnett & Co, Lin- 


Wasena, fas Sapam Eomunws, Weston super Mare. 
Casi i) 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gasette—FRIDAY, March 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALLAN, DUNCAN SMITH, Rattray = Brixton High 
Court Pet Feb 24 Ord March 

BARE H., late Listria Park, eee Park, Stoke 
Ne wee High Court’ Pet Jan 2 Ord 
Ma 


ATCHELLOR, WILLIAM, Portsea, Confectioner 
° Portsmouth Pet March 11 Ord March 11 
Batrine, W. A., Gloucester terr, Ag Park, late 

Lieut. Col. in H. M. Army High Court Pet 
Jan 8 Ord March 10 
BENNELL, DERICK WILLIAM, Thame, Oxon, 
Grocer Aylesbury Pet March i0 Ord March 10 
BEVAN, JAMES, Beaufort, Brecknockshire, Green- 
grocer Tredegar Pet Marchi1 Ord March 12 
BRvAN, WILLIAM HeENeyY Barser, Coleman st, 
= High Court Pet March 11 Ord 
are 





BrowN, HENRY WILLIAM, Windsor rd, Ealing, 
Dentist Brentford Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Brown, ROBERT FREDERICK, Devonshire st, Mile 

kind, Builder High Court Pet March 12 Ord 

Mareh 12 

BrowN, WILLIAM, Lan meatier, | Gost Merchent Pres- 

ton’ Pet Feb i8 Ord M 

BROWNE, ings ey Sanne ard GERMAIN 
Co. Wood st,.!{General ‘Merchants High 
Court Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Bort, WItLIAM, Frome, — Grocer Frome 
Pet March 10 Ord March 1 

QHATFIELD, Mary, Horsham, Seen, Sesteieae 
Brighton Pet Marchi2 Ord March 1 

Cray, THOMAS, Leadenhall st, Solicitor High Court 
Pet April 4, 1889 Ord March 10 

CrossE, HeNRY, Catherine crt, , = Hill High 
Court Pet Feb%0 Ord March 10 

Day, vag =f hak gg, Sterndale rd, West Kensing- 
oo High Court Pet March 10 Ord 

arch wa 


DupeaU, WILHELM, Georgiana st, Camden Town, 

bine: ol High Court Pet March 12 Ord 
arch 

ELLIs, Gaonen, Bury st, Edmonton, Farmer Ed- 
monton Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Fox, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Menston in Wharfedale, 

a. Spinner Leeds P Pet March 11 Ord 

il 


Fox, ROBgET, Seis, - creed Norwich Pet 
March 12 Ord Marcb 1 

FREEAR, Joum, Onan Tins, Butcher 
Pet March7 Ord March7 

GARDNER, NATHAN, Riddsradacter, Grocer Kidder- 
minster Pet Marchi Ord March 

GRIFFEN, GEORGE, ee Coaldealer Winisor 
e.. Feb 20 Ord March 

H, New Glee. Lincs, Rullyman, Gt 

"unthe Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

HowaRD, JOHN EVERITT. la 
Baker Norwich Pet Marchi2 Ord M 

JOHNSTONE, JOSEPH, Hulme, Manchester, Insurance 
Agent Liverpool Pet March 12 Ord March 12 

Kay, Ex1as, Preston, Tallor Preston Pet March 11 
Ord March 11 

KynocH, CHARLES, High st, Caphom. Builder 
Wandsworth Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

LockE, GEORGE EDWARD, Gloucester, Seeener 
Gloucester Pet March12 Ord March 

LowWE, Sno Myddleton st, Clerkenwell, —_— 
of Clo ry High Court Pet March 12 Ord 


LUXMORE, Somm, Devonport, Mason East Stone- 
house Pet March 12 Ord March 12 

Maw, Francrs, Dartmouth, Gent East Stonehouse 
Pet Feb 24 Ord March § 

McLAREN, WILLIAM, JOHN DONNELLY, and AMBROSB 
'RAEK, Dockley rd, Boemondacy High Court 
Pet March 8 Ord March 1¢ 

——" JOHN, Faversham, a Auctioneer Can- 
terbury Pot March 11 ‘Ord March 1 

Mostyn, JOHN HENRY, Holborn viaduct, Wine 
Merchant High Court Pet Feb 12 Ord Mar 11 

NEWsoN, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Norwich, Licensed 
_nenee Norwich Pet March 10 Ord March 


Paice, EDWARD THoMAS, Redruth, Cornwall, 
Painter Truro Pet March 10 Ord March 10 
PENDRED, THOMAS, Ipswich, Upholsterer Ipswich 

Pet March 10 Ord March 10 


Lincoln 


Norwich, 
12 


Prick, FreDs#BICK, oe ae Bootmaker Ipswich 
Pet March 10 Ord March 
Pupnasy, Daniet, Gt O ~—h. OF Hasox, larmer 


Chelmsford Pet March in Ord March 11 
READMAN, GEORGE, late of Mf anna ete, Farmer 
Bedford Pet Feb 28 Ord March 
Roberts, Freperick Groran, Glocneues, Dairy- 
man Gloucester Pet March 16 Ord March 10 
Smita, WittiamM Henry, Studley, Warwickshire. 
Leather Goods Manufacturer Warwick Pot 
March? Ord March 11 
Tgencu, RicHARD, Brighton, of no go cupation Brigh- 
ton Pet Feb 24 Ord March 1 
Tomson, Epiru, Roland gdns, Ho uth Kensington, 
Private Boarding house Keoper High Court 
Pet March 12 Ord March 12 
TRExbY, Jonm, Fee Ship Broker Hast Stone- 
house Pet aroh 8 
ELLER, Gxorcn, St Lyes, Cornwall, Gas Manufac- 
turer Truro Pot March i2 Ord March 12 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Annorz, DAvVin, Old st, City rd, Colfee House Keeper 


ati 83, “y at, Lincoln's inn fleids 
BATCHELLOR, WILLIAM, Porteoa, Vontectioner March 
25 at19.80 145, Oheapaide 
YLY, FRKDERICK, Bath, retired ONioer of LM, M’a 
Army March 97 at 12.40 1, Abbey at, Bath 





Burt, Isaac. Hew Cine, G6 ete sby,. Grocer 
26 at 11.30 Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 
Burr, Writ1am, Frome, semneenes, Grocer April 2 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 
ee iscoun 


Vv: gardns, South Ken. 
March 2atii 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 
Drvirr, LionEt, Hatton grdn, Holborn, Optician 
March 27 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


Fox, CHARL shore, Norwich, Publican March 22 
atit_ Off 5. Xing st, Norwich 

FRrekk, JOHN, Dutham, Innkeeper March 21 at 12 
Off Rec, 25, John Beedetiand 

F Rost, WILLIAM 8s Heath, Worcs, late Licensed 
—— % at 11 25, Colmore row, 


— JOHN JAMES, Rhyl, Assistant Inspector 
PB y March 26 at 3.15 Star Uocoa 


Rhyl 
HOopDELL, Corg, Coventry, Watchmaker Mar 25 at 2 
Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Me * 
HowarkD, JOHN EVERETT am, Norwich, 
er Mar 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Nor- 


JACKSON, EDWARD, jan, Ipswich, late Fancy Toy 
Dealer Mar 21 at 1130 Off Rec, Ipswich 
J sam, Eiza, Haverfordwest, Innkeeper Mar 21 at 
Cast'e Hotel, Haverfordwest 
Laue. JAMES, New Kent rd, late Licensed Victualler 
Mar 27 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
JOSEPH, Birming x ad Mar 25 at 
12 25, Colmore row, Bi 
LzEwIs, OMAS PHILIP, Wiston, "beads, Farmer 
Mar 21 at 11 Castle Hotel, Haverford west 
More. Davin, Kirby pk, Cheshire, late General 
| gamed Mar 24 at 2° Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 


NEWSON, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Norwich, Licensed 
Rin gd Mar 22 at 12.30 ‘Off Rec, 8, King st, 


ch 
Orro, CARL AUGUST WILHELM, Cazenove rd, Stam- 
ford bill, Clerk Mar 27 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Lincoln’s inn 
PaGE, GEORGE FREDERICK, Warwick, Bootmaker 
Mar 2ati2 Off Rec, Coventry 
PEARCE, EDWARD THOMAS, Redruth, Cornwall, 
Painter Mar 22 at 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, 


PENDRED, THOMAS. Ipswich, Upholsterer March 21 
at12 Off Rec, Ipswich 

Fossze. GroRGE RoBEsRt, New Olee, Great Grimsby, 
Fisherman March %atil Off Rec, 3, Haven st, 
Great Grimsby 

PRICE, FREDERICK, saoateh, Bootmaker March 21 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Ipswi 

RHODES, tan View Doncaster, Hairdresser 
March 27 at 1030 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

RIDLEY, GABRIEL, Be Smethwick, Staffs, late 
Baker sees Be at 10.30 County Court, West 


Brom 
om, Harry, High st. agg Oilman March 26 at 
230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s ion 


fields 
StTanygr, EDWARD, Manchester, Woollen Merchant 
March 24 at3 ff Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridze st, 
Manches: 
TANNER, EDWIN CHARLES, Titchtield, Hants, Farmer 
o—_ 24 at3 oe Queen st, Portsea 
iW, Cheshire March 27 at 1.45 


March 26 at LF oa  Sarey oi Lincoln’s inn fields 
WILFORD, Sr nist March 25 at 
: ~ a bankruptcy a) ag = st, Lincoln’s ian 


WoopForD, Frrp Horwoop, Aylesbury, Butcher 
March 24 at 1% 25, Walton st, Aylesbury 
Youna, ADAM, Sevenoaks, a Surgeon March 2 


at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln's 
inn fields 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Banguessen, Wi1am, Portses, Confectioner 


rtamouth Pet March 10 Ord'March ll 


BRVAN, Jamas, Beaufort, Brecknockshire, Groen 


grocer legar +t Mareh ~® Ord Mareh 1 
BEVAN, WILLIAM HENRY Barn Cok st 
Stationer High Court Pet Aloe . 2 0 
Brown, Henry WILLIAM, Windsor Ealing, 

Dentist Brentford Pet'March 10 Ord March 10 


Brown, ROBERT FREDERICK, Devonshire m Mile 
Builder High Court Pet March 1 rd 


Buaeonre,. ‘Rowan, Egham, Surrey, _ Dontbaliier 
Kingston Pet Feb2i Ord March 10 

Day, ELIZABRTH ADELAIDE WISEMAN, Hythe, Kent, 
spinster Canterbury Pet Nov2 Ord Mareh 8 

Day, TomN WILLIAM, Sterndaie ni, West Kensington, 
SF High Court Pet March 10 Oni 

Denron, EpMUND Bast, Clement's ln, Stockbroker 

h Court Pet Maroh® Ord March tt 

DuBpRAU, WILHELM, Georgiana st, Camden Town 

Waiter High Oourt Pet March 12 Ord 


March 12 
lox, ¥ REDERICK WILL ee in Wharfedale, 


ns penne March 11 (Ord 

ae ae Tottend. Lines, Butcher Linoola 
arch 7 Ord March f 

Ridder. 


ema NATHAN, Kidderminster, Srocee 
minster Pet March 1 Oni M 
GARRARD, JOHN AUSTIN, Rristah Com outassion Agent, 
Kristol Pet Marché Ord 
Garnaory, ‘ ton Mary, Hourwen th, Dressmaker 
Poole Pet March 4 Ord Mareh iw 





ILLIaM, W: st, Licensed 
Victualler High Court’ Pet Feb 25. Ord 


Howarp, ‘Joun Rvanere, Lakenhon, Norwich, Baker 
sachsen fous Fanta: bash ot" Clapton, anata 
A it ° 

tu r am High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord 


Ka gent Liverpool Pe Preston 
Y, fe or 
Ord March 11 


Locke, GzorGE Epwarp, Gloucester, ene 
Gloucester Pet Marchi11 Ord March 
Lowe, | peta Myddleton me Clerken: 


py oe H Manchester, Insurance 
Agen’ Pot Mena 12 Ord Ord March 12 


. ED ‘OMAS, 
Painter Truro Pes March 10 O 
PEARCY, CHARLES, Poole, Builder Posle Pet Pot Jan 31 
Ord March 12 


PENDRED, THOMAS, Ipswich, Upholsterer wich 
Pet March 8 Ord Meh ee a a 
March 10 





Tacemes, 5 EpIrTs, ~ gi - Sou i 

lV: ouse cr 

Pet March 12 March oe 

TRE&BY, JOHN, Pl th, East Stone- 


ymouth, Shipbroker 
house Pet Feb25 Ord March 12 
CHARBL Ma 


WILsow, JOHN, and JOSEPH WILSON, orks, 
wsbu' Pet March5 Ord 10 
WITTEBICE, J AMES, + » Hertford Pet 


0. 
baie ~y JaMES, St ‘bans, Publican St Albans 
Pet March7 Ord March 


London Prete «= March 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ABMSTRONG, maeea, C eoena Tailor Stockton 
My =oee and Mid Pet Mariz Ord 
ari 
BaRRICK, * Tuomas JEFFERSON, Maidstone, late To- 
oa Traveller Maidstone Pet Mar 14 
BARTLE, a > ey, Yorks, Mason Bradford 
neuen Taran t Jeoome. 3 Park ri, 
’ ower 
Clerk Pet Mar ~~ -| 
BUGEEEE Wu1am, Leeds, late Grocer Leeds Pet 
Maris Ord Mar 15 
ONESTER, JamMEs, Wildmore, Lincs, Farmer Lincoln 
Cc way A . Marsh, nr Newport, 
SHILDIOW, EL, nr Ne 
Gee te Labourer Stafford Pet Mar 13 
ar 
COULTHARD, WILLIAM, Gee Cross, ar Hyde, 
Cheshire, Ashton 


Y 


Mineral Water Maker under 
ay! Pet Mari? Ori Maris 
OBERT, 


WILLIAM Percival 
Edmonton Pet Mari4 Ord Mar 14 
Ouae EDWARD. a Se of Biy, Biack- 
smith Peterborough Pet Mari3 Ord Mar 13 
Davina, Ewos Grorea, Li Uardigaashire. 
Woollen Manufacturer Carmarthen Pet Maris 


D “ho ear, Heigham. Norwach Timber Marchant 
AVY, ROBERT, 
z Norwi Pet March 13 Ord March a 
AWKID Plymou 

Bast ouse Pet March 14 Ori March 14 
FRANKLIN, Bpwanp, Ips Dentist 
OGDEN ae Wan Haverhill, Suttol 
« 

Parmer Pet March 6 Ord Mareh 15 


Hararon, J, & Oo, avement, 
Pet Feb 26 rd Maren 18 


H ve, ¥ CRANE, Brackley, North 
x Mineral Water Manufacturer = 
Pet Deo $3 Oni Jan 3 


OLDERNESS, Wilton, Yorks, Iran. 
nee York on as Uni Marek 15 
Stationer 
Pet Akaroh it) 


Mareh 4 
Howagits, J Gets, Mitel @alop, Licensed Vic 
: Saat Mateley Pet Maroh is Ord Maroh 35 
a ANDREW, Batinghanm, Sarrey, Buiter 

trey don Ee Eup a Ord Mar tt 7 


JxvPan JosErn, © Bucks, Draper Ayles- 
a ' cx Org Marek 5 
Junoun, SaNvagL 


Pe th re Makeh tt aw ee ee 
Jonna. BuRAEI, ‘Lewisham, én 
i Greenwich Mareh 
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Kemp, Joseru, Chester, Confectioner Chester Pet 
Feb26 Ord March 13 
Kipp, GEorGE RicHarp, South Stockton. Yorks, 
Core Maker Stsockton on Tees Pet March 14 
Ord March 1% 
Kwyiaut, Henry. Ryde, I.W., Importer of Italian 
Sculptures Ryde Pet March15 Ord March 15 
LonasTaFF, HENRY, Bishop Auckland, Durham, 
Boot Manufacturer Durham Pet March 15 
Ord March 15 
Mats, FREDERICK, Darlington, Durham, Grocer 
tockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet 
March 14 Ord March 14 
Mapries, JOHN. Reedness, nr Goole, Yorks, Farmer 
Wakefield Pet March 14 Ord March 14 
Mavup, Epwarp FieTcuer, Leeds, Solicitor Leeds 
Pet Feb 28 Ord March 13 
CSHANE, CHARLES V.. Ohelverton rd, Putney. 
Jeweller Wandsworth Pet Feb17 Ord March 13 
Monk, CHARLES JOHN, St Albans, Commercial Clerk 
8t Albans Pet March15 Ord March 15 
MorRLEY. ARTHUR, Leeds, Tobacconist Leeds Pet 
March 13 Ord March 13 
Owen, LEwIs, Bangor, Licensed Victualler Bangor 
Pet Jan6 Ord March 13 
Pow1s, RicHarpD, Lessar avenue, Clapham common, 
Builder Wandsworth PetFebi5 Ord March13 
PRIcE, JOHN, Wellington, Hereford-hire, Shopkeeper 
Hereford Pet Marchi2 Ord March 12 
REANEY, GEORGE, Sheffield, Plumber Sheffield Pet 
March 13 Ord March 13 
Rosson, ALBERT ARTHUR, Yarm. Yorks. Ware- 
houseman Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough 
Pes March 13 Ord March 13 
Rypsr, HELEN, Barnstaple, Dressmaker Barnstaple 
Pet March 13 Ord March 13 
SHERWOOD, JOHN, Darlington. Durham, Labourer 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet 
March 14_Ord March 14 
MALLMAN, BENJAMIN, Royal Leamington Spa, 
Plumber Warwick Pet Marchi4 Ord March 15 
SPENDER, FRANK RICHARD, Maidenhead, Solicitor 
Windsor Pet March 13 Ord March 13 
TEESDALE, EDWIN OsBORN, Swansea, Sugar Boiler 
Swansea Pet Marchi13 Ord March 13 
TomMKIN, MusGROVE, Hucking, Kent, Farmer Maid- 
stone Pet Marchi3 Ord March 13 
TomiIn. GEORGE, Acton Vale, Butcher High Court 
Pet Feb 27 Ord March 13 
Warp, JARVIS. and E1iza Warp, Barnsley, Gioger 
Beer Manufacturers Barnsley Pet March 14 
Ord March 14 
WILLIAMS, JOSEPH, Frome, Somerset, late Licensed 
Victualler Frome Pet March it Ord March 14 
WOLSTENHOLME, ARTHUR. Heywood, Lane;, School- 
master Bolton Pet Feb 28 Ord March 13 
The tollowing amended notice is substituted for 
that published in the London Gazette of March 11. 
STANYER EpWakpD, Manchester, Wvollen Merchant, 
Manchester Pet March8 Ord March 8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

AKERMAN, JAMES [HOMAS, Quaker st, Spitalfields, 
Wholeeale Umbrella Manufacturer April 1 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Baker, HENRY, Cardiff, Commercial Traveller April 
15 at10 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Ake, H, Listria pk, Manor rd, Stoke Newington 
March 28 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

BakrickK, THOMAS JEFFERSON, Maidstone, formerly 
Tobacconist’s Traveller April 1 at 1 Off Rec, 
Week st, Maidstone 

BaRtT_x, THomas, Shipley, Yorks, Mason March 28 
atil Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

BECKETT, JOHN, Pall Mall, Mortgage Broker April 1 
atil 38, Carey st, Lincoln’s ion 

BRESLAUER, H, & Co, Crosby sq, Commission Agents 
April 1 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Breit, REGINALD, Lawrence Pountney hill, Financial 
Agent Aprillat 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

CHATFIELD, GEORGE, Northwood, Hanley, Innkeeper 
—_ 27 at 10 Off Rec, Newcastle under 

yme 

OHxIDLOW, SAMUEL, Edgmond Marsh, nr Newport. 


Selop, Farm Labourer March 4/ at 11.30 Off | 


Rec, Stafford 

CoLz, Jamgs, Deritend, Birmingham, Engine Driver 
March 27 at 11.30 25, Colmore rd, Birmingham 

CORDWELL, CHARLES Mark, Lee, Kent, Farmer 
March 26 at 12 119, Victoria st, Westminster 

CRAWLEY, EpwakpD, Whittlesey, Isle of Ely, Black- 
smith April 16 at 12 Law Courts, New rd, 
Peterborough 

Davis, Davin, Newcastle on Tyne, Fruit Merchant 
March 27 at 2.20 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle 


on e 

Davis, WILLIAM, St Albans, Accountant March 23 
at 10.30 G Annesley, Solicitor, Verulam rd, st 
Albans 

DenToN, EDMUND Basi, Clement’s lane, Stockbroker 
March 28 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

DEUMMOND, JAMES, Petersham, Surrey, Proprietor 
of Hydropathic Health Resorts March 26 at 3 
119, Victoria st, Westminster 

DwIicut, RED VINCENT, Hemberton rd, Stock- 
well, Commission Agent April 1 at 2.30 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s ion fields 

ARTHUR DAviD, Clephane rd, Canonbury, 

no occupation Apriliatit Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn ficlds 

EMANUEL, JOHN Isaac, Clephane rd, Canonbury, no 
occupation Aprillatii1.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Poriugal st, Linco’n’s inn fields 

Fox. FREDERICK WILLIAM, Menston in Wharfedale, 
Yorks, Spinner March 2%at3 Off Rec, 3!, Manor 
row, Bradford 

FaeksAk, JOHN, Tetford, Lincs, Butcher March 97 at 
12.80 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

GREEN, WILLIAM. Nuneaton, Builder March 25 at 
41 Off Rec, 17, Hertford : t, Coventry 





Hatt, RatPx. New Clee, Lincs, Rullyman March 
26 at12 Off Rec. 3, Haven st. Gt Grimsby 

HOLDERNESS, WILLIAM, Bishop Wiiten. Yorks, Iron- 
founder March 28 at12 Off Rec, York 

HORTON, FREDERICK FRANCIS, Acocks Green, Worcs, 
retired Inland Revenue Officer March 26 at 11 
25. Colmore row, Birmingham 

JACKSON, JOHN, JOHN DuTTON Hoye, and Epwarp 
LAWLESS, Bacup, Lancs, Manufacturing Confec- 
tioners March 26 at 2.30 Off Rec, Ozden’s 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

JEROME, SAMUEL JOHN, Havant, Hants, Builder 
March 31 at 330 166, Queen st, Portsea 

JOHNSTONE, JOSEPH. Hulme, Manchester, Insurance 
Agent March 27 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 


Liverpool 

Kay, Extas, Preston, Tailor April 18 at 3 Off Rec, 
14, Chapel st, Preston 

Kemp, JosEPH, Chester. Confectioner March 26 at 
12 Off Rec, Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

LOWERY, ABCHIBALD ROBERT, and CHARLES LANE, 
High st, Shoreditch, Shoe Manufacturers March 
25 at 11 Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, Lia- 
coln’s inn fields 

LUXMORE, JOHN, Devonport, Mason March 28 at 11 
10, Athenseum terr, Plymouth 

MARLEY, ALBERT, Finsbury pymnt March 26 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Musttw. IskagL, Birmingham, Tailor March 28 at 11 
25, Colmore row. Birmingham 

MassER, DANIEL, Foleshill. Warwickshire, Oord- 
wainer March 27 at 11 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, 
Coventry 

Maw, Francis, Dartmouth March 26 at 12 10, 
Athenzum terrace, Plymouth 

MINTER, JOHN, Faversham, Kent, Auctioneer 
March 26 at 4 Ship Hotel, Faversham 

Norsis, ELIZABETH, Cardiff, Ironmonger April 15 at 
10. Off Rec, 29. Queen st, Cardiff 

ODELL, WILLIAM. Radwell, nr_ Baldock. Herts, 
Farmer March 23at12 Sun Hotel, Hitchin 

PoULTER. CHARLES, Luton, Beds, Coppersmith 
March 27 at iit Oft Rec, Luton 

PupDNEY, DANIEL, Gt Coggeshall, Essex, Farmer 
Mar 2%at2 Shirehall, Chelmsford 

ROBERTS, FREDERICK GkORGE, Gloucester. Dairyman 
Mar 27 at iz Off Ree, 15, King st, Gl: ucester 

SMITH, WILLIAM HENRY, Studley, Warwickshire, 
Leather Goods Maker Mar 26at12.30 Off Rec, 
25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

STANDING, WILLIAM, Washington, Sussex, Market 
Gardener Mar 26 at 12 Off Rec, 4. Pavilioa 
bldgs, Brighton 

TomKIN, MusGrove. Hucking. Kent, Farmer Apri 
at iz Off Rec, Week st, Maidstone 

TREEBY, JOHN, Plymouth, Shipbroker Mar 26 at 11 
10, Athenzeum terr, Plymouth 

WILLARD, CHARLOTTE, late of St Leonards on Sea, 
Lodging House Keeper Mar 25 at 12 Off Ree, 
4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

WILLIAMS, OWEN, Beddgelert, Carnarvonshire, 
Butcher Apr 1 at 1 Market Hall, Blaenau 
Festinioyg 

Wericat. James, St Albans, Publican Mar 28 at 11 
G Annesley, Solor. Verulam rd, St Albans 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

ARMSTRONG, ISAAC, Guisborough. Tailor Stockton 
on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Marchit Ord 
March 12 

AITKEN, JOHN, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, 
Draper Manchester Pet Jani7 Ord March 13 

Bakpr, H, late Listria pk, Manor pk, Stoke Newing- 
ton High Court Pet Jan2 Ord March 14 

BEARDMORE, Evnocd, Choriton cum Hardy, nr Man- 
chester, Coal Merchant Salford Pet Feb3 Ord 
March 13 

BUCKLEY, WILLIAM, Leeds, late Grocer Leeds Pet 
March 15 Ord March 15 

Butt, WILLIAM, Frome. Somerset, Grocer Frome 
Pet March10 Ord March 13 

CHATFIELD, Mary, Horsbam. Sussex, Confectioner 
Brighton Pet Marchi12 Ord March 14 

CHIDLOW, SAMUEL, Edgmond Marah, nr Newport, 
Salop. Farm Labourer Stafford Pet March 13 
Ord March 13 

CHRISTIAN. ROBERT, the younger, Peterborough, 
Boot Factor Peterborough Pet Feb 27 Ord 
March 13 

CRANSTONE, WILLIAM ROBEST. Percival rd, Enfield, 
Builder Edmontop Pet March 13 Ord 
March 14 

CRAWLEY, EDWARD, Whittlesey, Isle of Ely. Biack- 
smith Peterborough Pet March 13 Ord 
March 13 

Davis, Davip, Newcastle on Tyne, Fruit Mer- 
chant Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 14 Ord 
March 14 

Davy, Ropert, Heigham, Norwich, Timber Mer- 
chaut Norwich Pet March 13 Ord March 13 

Etuis. GEorGE. Bury st, Edmonton, 
Edmonton Pet March10 Ord March 13 

Fox, RobpEest, Norwich, Butcher Norwich Pet 
March i2 Ord March 14 

GALLOWAY, JAMES, Wellington, Salop, late Watch- 
maker Leeds Pet Feb15 Ord March14 

GoopcHILD, HENRY WILLIAM, Haverhill, Suffolk. 
Farmer Cambridze Pet Marché Ord March 15 

GREEN, WItL1aM, Nuneaton, Builder 
Pet Marché Ord March 14 

GRIFFEN, GEORGE, Windsor, Coaldealer Windsor 
Pet Feb 19 Ord March12 

HOLDERNESS, WILLIAM, Bishop Wilton, Yorks, Iron- 
founder York Pet March13 Ord March 13 

HOWELLS, JOSEPH, Madeley, Salop, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Madeley Pet March15 Ord March 15 

JACESON, JOHN, JoHN Dutton HOYLE, and EDWARD 
LAWLESS, Bacup, Lancs, Manufacturing Confec- 
tioners Salford Pet Feb 24 Ord Mar 14 

JEROME, SamMuEL Jomun, Havant, Hants, Builder 
Portsmouth Pet March13 Ord March 138 


Farmer 


Coventry 








Kemp, JosepH, Chester, Confectioner Chester Pet 
Feb 26 Ord March 16 


Cc 

Kipp, Georce RicHarp, South Stockton, Yorks, 
Core Maker Stockton on Tees Pet March 14 
Ord March 14 

Knyiaat, Henry, Ryde, I.W., Importer of Italian 
Sculptures Ryde Pet Marchi15 Ord March 15 

KyYNocH. OUOHARLES, High st, Clapham, Builder 
Wandsworth Pet Marchi0 Ord March 14 

LUXMORE, JOHN, Devonport, Mason, East Stone. 
house Pet Marchi1 Ord March 14 

Mats. FREDERICK, Darlington, Durham, Grocer 
Stocktm on Tees and Middlesborough Pet 
March 14 Ord March 14 

Mapp.szs, JOHN, Reedness, nr Goole, Yorks, Farmer 
Wakefield Pet March14 Ord March 14 

MAssER, DANIEL, Foleshill, Warwickshire, Oord. 
wainer Coventry Pet Marchs Ord March 14 

Maw, Francis, Dartmouth, Gent East Stonehouse 
Pet Feb 24 Ord March 13 ; 

Morey, ARTHUR, Leeds, Tobacconist Leeds Pet 
March 13 Ord March 13 

NEVELL, CHARLES HENRY, and FREDERICK SAMUEL 
NEV&LL, Queen’s parade, Clapham Junction, 
Hosiers Wandsworth Pet Feb26 Ord March jt 

PRICE, JOHN, Wellington, Herefordshire, Shopkeeper 
Hereford Pet March 12 Ord March 12 

REANEY, GEORGE, Sheffield, Plumber Sheffield Pet 
March 13 Ord March 13 

RoBISSON, ALBERT ARTHUR, Yarm, Yorks. Ware- 
houseman Stockton and Tees and Middles- 
borough Pet March13 Ord March 13 

RypeEr, HELEN, Barnstaple, ])ressmaker Barnstaple 
Pet March 13 Ord March 13 

SHERWOOD, JOHN, Darlington. Labourer Stockton 
on Tees and Middlesborough Pet March 14 Ord 
March 14 : 

Warp, Jarvis, and ExIzA WarD, Barnsley, Ginger 
Beer Manufacturers Barnsley Pet March 13 
Ord March 14 

WHBEBER, ALEXANDER, Mark lane, Wine Merchant 
High Court Pet Dec2 Ord March 13 

WILLIAMS, JOSEPH, Frome, Scemerset, late Licensed 
Victualler Frome Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

YEWDALL. ARTHUR COOPER, Bradford, Dyer Brad- 
ford Pet Feb5 Ord March 12 

YounaG, ADAM. Sevenoaks, Kent, Surgeon Tunbridge 
Wells Pet Feb 25 Ord March 13 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

De BovurBEL.—March 18, at Eamont, Oumberland, 
the wife of R. De Bourbel, barrister-at-law, of a 
son. 

Eastwick.—March 14, at 13, Albert-road, Regent’s- 
park, the wife of James Eastwick, barrister-at-law, 
of a daughter. 

MARSHALt.—March 15, at Delamere, Alleyn-road, 
West Dulwich, the wife of Frederick Marshall, 
solicitor, of a daughter. 

NEEDHAM.—Match 11, at 36, Penge-road, South Nor- 
wood, the wife ot W. M. L. Needham, barrister-at- 
law, of a daughter. 

Sru.—March 18, at Palace-gardens-terrace, Kensing- 
ton, W., the wife of J. D. Stuart Sim, barrister-at- 
law, of a daughter. 

DEATHS. 

Dz MorGan.—March 13, in the Isle of Wight, George 
De Morgan, of the Middle Temple, barrister-at- 
law, aged 81. 

RackHaM.—March 16, at Kent-terrace, Regent’s- 
park, Willoughby Breare Still Rackham, of 46, 
Lincoln’s-ion-fields, solicitor, aged 75, 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 


March 21.—Messra. Baker & Sons, at the Black 
Horse Hotel, Sidcup, at 2 for 3 o’clock, Freehold 
Building Plots (see aivertisement, March 15, p. 


827). 

March 26.—Messrs. E. & F. Swatrn, at the Mart, E.C., 
at 1 o’clock (unless previously sold), Frechold Town 
Mansion (see advertisement, March 8, p. 4). 

March 28.—Messrs. Baker & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., 
at 2 o’clock, Freehold Properties (see advertise- 
ment, this week, p. 4). 

March 29.—Messrs. Foster, at the Old Ship Hotel, 
Brighton, at 2 for 3 o’clock, Brighton Gas Shares 
(see advertisement, this week, p. 4). 
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AW PARTNERSHIP or SUCCESSION. 

4 —A Fretaing Solicitor, with capital (son of 
1ivate Banker, Public School and Honours man), 
esires above, to return between £500 and £800 per 
annum; highest references, professional and lay; 
could introduce business to a towa firm.—ScmNTILLA, 
* Solicitors’ Journal’’ Office, 27, Uhancery-lane, W.Q, 
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